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the end as Appendix C. The Index at the end is a new 


feature added in this edition. 


The Introduction required very few alterations. Where 


new facts have been brought out by later reseraches addi- 
tional foot-notes have been inserted at the proper places 
The discovery of unknown Jain and Buddhistic literature in 

India as well as in Tibet and China by the researches of 
_ distinguished scholars like Dr. Sarat Chandra Das and Maha- 


mahopadhydaya Satisa Chandra Vidyabhushana is likely to. 


throw new light on many dark spots in the history of 
Indian philosophy, and many of our current notions are 
also likely to be altered. All speculations on this subject 
must therefore be accepted as only provisonal at present 
It would be a very interesting and instructive study to trace 
the gradual development of many philosophical problems, 
such as the atomic theory, the identity of cause and effect 
the Nyaya syllogism, and the notion of Abha@va. But until 
fuller materials are available, it will be worse than useless 
to indulge in idle guesses. It is now fully recognized 
that Indian philosophical] systems are not the creations 
of individual promulgators, but organic growths from out 
of various currents of thoughts germinating through 
ages and collected in the Brahmanas, the Aranyakas and 
the more ancient Smrtis and Puranas. A critical and 
comparative study of these philosophies will assuredly 
reveal the lines of this growth as well as its reaction on 


the religious development of the Hindus. It is to be hoped’ 
that Indian scholars will devote greater attention to the ` 


study of this aspect of Indian Philosophy. 


Bombay : 
| | , R. Bopas 
30th mber 1918 | M. R. 8074 
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Extract from the Preface to the First Edition 
( Dated March 1897 ) 
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A few words 88 regards the explanatory and critical 
notes appended to this edition will suffice. The chief aim 
in writing these annotations was to make them as ex- 
haustive as the limited scope of a book mainly intended 
for students would permit. The notes will not appear 
disproportionate tothe text, if the difficulty of the subject 
as well as the want of a proper guide to these systems are 
taken into account. The notes are designed to give the 
student a tolerably complete and accurate idea ofthe Nyaya 
and Vaisesika systems as 8 whole; and hence many topics, 
although omitted or only cursorily glanced at in Annam- 
bhatta’s work, have been discussed in the notes, because 
they form essential ingredients of the systems. Manuals 
like the Tarka-Samhgraha and the Dipika are to be studied 
only as stepping stones to the knowledge of a great and 
intricate science ; and the notes have been written with a 
view to facilitate the further progress of the student as 
much as possible. 


An attempt has been made in the /nfruduction prefixed 
to this edition to trace the gradual development of Nyaya 
and Vaisesika literature from the age of the Sutras upto 
the latest period. A historical sketch like this is sure to 
give the students a better notion of these systems than any 
amount of study of isolated works. The attempt is of 
course only tentative, but it atleast opens a vast field for 
inquiry which may be profitably pursued in future. It 
was at first intend3d to discuss sone of the more important 
doctrines of Nya@ya and Vaisesitka systemsin the Jntroduc- 
tion, especially with reference to their evolution and bear- 
ing on the general course of thought in India. The task, 
however, was found to be too vast for such a work as the 
present and the plan hadto be abandoned for want of 
space: buta few hints of the kind will be found in the 
notes in their proper places. 
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It will not be proper to conclude this preface without 
briefly explaining the circumstances under which this work 
is published. The present edition of Turka-Satngraha with 
commentaries and notes was undertaken by the late Mr. 
Y. V. Athalye more than twelve years ago and it was an 
ambition of his life to devote all his leisurs time to the 
writing of the notes so as to make them really exhaustive 
and useful, not only to students in Indian Colleges, but 
also ६ advanced scholars. He saw that in order to 
popularise the study of Nyay2 it was necessary to clear the 
many disputed points that beset the path of a conscientious 
student and to place the cardinal doctrines of the Nytya- 
Vaisesikzt philosophy in their true light. No man was 
better fitted for such a work than Mr. Athalye, whose pro: 
found scholarship and legal acumen enabled him at once 
to unravel the intricacies of the Nyaya logic. Pressure of 
official and other business, however, hardly left him any 
time to complete a task upon which he had set his heart. 
The work had to be constantly put aside, and consequently 
much labour and time were wasted in these interruptions: 
while latterly ill health made him more and more unable 
to bear the strain of a continuous effort. In spite of these 
difficulties he hoped to bring out this edition at an early 
dete, and would have done so had not premature and almost 
sudden death carried him off ata time when he was most 
wanted. He had however left ample materials behind him, 
which required only a final revision and arrangement to 
make the book acceptable to the public; and so it was 
resolved to publish it as a posthumous णा... 
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Introduction. 
A Historical Survey of Indian Logic.' 


“ TRE foundation of logic as a Science,” says Ueberweg, 
“isa work of the Greek mind, which, equally removed 
from the hardness of the Northern and the softness of the 
Oriental, harmoniously united power and ‘impressibility.””’ 
The supple mind of the Oriental is said to be wanting in the 
mental grip. and measure required for strictly scientific think- 
ing. Ueberweg, when he 1810 down the above proposition, 


was not wholly ignorant of the existence of Nydya philoso- 


phy, but his knowledge of it seems to have been very mea- 
gre. Had he known some of the standard works of WN yaya 
and Vaisesika systems, he would not have passed such a 
sweeping remark about the incapacity of the Oriental mind 
to develop a rigorous science like Logic. The same ignorance 
has led many eminent writers to belittle Indian philosophies 
in general or, where striking coincidences are discovered 
between Greek and Indian speculations, to assume a Grecian 
importation of philosophical ideas into India at some ancient 
time. ‘ Thus Niebuhr unhesitatingly asserts that the close 


_, similarity between Indian and Greek philosophies cannot 
_ be explained “except by the intercourse which the Indians 


had with the Grwco-Macedonic kings of Bactria,®*”” On the 
other hand, there are writers like Gorres who as positively 


` declare that the Greeks borrowed their first elements of 


philosophy from the Hindus. Max Miiller is probably nearer 
the truth in saying that both Greek and Indian philesophies 
were autochthonic, and that neither of the two nations bor- 
rowed their thoughts from the other.*. As the human mind 
is alike everywhere, it is quite possible that philosophers in 
both India and Greece unconsciously adopted the same mode 





—== 





1 This paper was read by me at a meeting of the Bombay Branch of 
the Royal Asiatic Society on the 24th September 1896 and is published 
in the Journal! of the B. B. R. A. Society, Vol, XIX p, 306. 

2 Dr. ए. U eberweg : System of Logic p. 19. 
3 Thomson’s Laws of Thought, Appendix ए. 285, 
4 Thomson's Laws of Thought, Appendix ए. 285 





x Tarka-Samgraha. 


of reasoning and arrived at similar results quite independent- 
ly. A closer study of Indian philosophical literature is al- 
ready producing a conviction among European scholars that 
it is tolerably indigenous and self-consistent, and that it 
does not need the supposition of a foreign influence to ex- 
plain any portion of it. It should also be noticed that notwith- 
standing many coincidences between the Indian and the 
Grecian currents of philosophical thought there are several 
features in each so peculiar as to make any inter-communion 
between them highly improbable. The fact, for instance, 
that Indian Logic retained a close similarity to Pre-Aristo- 
telian Dialectics up to a very late time isa legitimate ground 
for believing that the influence of Aristotle’s works was 
never felt in India. Besides, as a history of Indian philoso- 
phy is still unwritten, and will probably remain so for years 
to come, it is advisable for every student to keep an open 
mind on the subject. Preconceived theories, however ingeni- 
ous or plausible, are more likely to mislead than help such 
investigations. Weshall therefore assume, until ‘the con- 
trary is indubitably proved, that Indian philosophy, 
including Indian logic, is a home-grown product, creat- 
ed by the natural genius of the people and capable of his- 
torical treatment. 


That it is possible to write a history of the Nydya and 
Vaisesika philosophies will be readily admitted: but a 
history of philosophy, such as it ought to be, presupposes a 
good many things, which may not find universal acceptance, 
It assumes, for instance, that the Indian systems of philoso- 
phy were gradually evolved out of a few broad principles by 
ॐ sticcession of writers and under particular circumstances. 
The idea that philosophical speculations in India were the 

spontaneous brain-creations of a few mystic Brahmans, 
dreaming hizh thoughts in lonely forests and totally unaffected 


by the passing events of the world, must be discarded once- 


forall. There is no reason why philosophy in India should 
have followed a different course from what it did in Greece 
and other civilized countries, Systems of philosophy are as 
much liable to be influenced by past and contemporary eventg 
as any other branch of science or literature; and Indian 
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philosophy should be no exception totheruie.. But the task 
of writing such a history is beset with innumerable ditticul- 
‘ties. The chief of these is the absence of any reliable his- 
torical data whicao might serve us as landmarks in the ocean 
of Sanskrit literature. Not only are the dates of the princi- 
pal writers and their works unknown, but even the existence 
of some of them as historical personages is doubted. Many 
of these works, again, are not available for reference,' while 
of those that are printed or can be procured in Ms. only a few 
have yet been critically studied. European scholars are still 
too much engrossed in their Vedic and antiquarian researches 
0 devote serious attention to a systematic study of Indian 
philosophies ; while as to native Pandits, however learned 
the very notion of a history of philosophy is foreign to their 
minds. There are works in Sanskrit, like the Sarva- Darsana- 
Samgraha of Madhavacirya and the Sad- Darsana-Samuc- 
aya of Haribhadra Stré, which profess to treat of ‘all current 
systems of philosophy ; but the historical view is totally 
absent in them. There the systems are arranged either ac- 
cording to their religious character or according to the pre- 
dilections of the author. In modern times, scholars like 
Colebrooke, Weber, Hall and Bannerjee have made some 
valuable contributions, but many of their opinions and cri- 
ticisms are now antiquated and stand in need of revision in 
the light of further researches. A good deal has also been 
added to our knowledge of the Buddhistic literature, but 
even there the attention of scholars has not yet been suffi- 
ciently directed to its philosophical portion. It is not possible, 
therefore, under these circumstances, to do more than throw’ 
out a few hints which, while dispelling some of the 
prevalent errors on the subject, will serve as a basis for 
future inquiries in the same direction. The following 
pages will not have been written in vain if this aim is even 
partially achieved. | | 
The value of a history of philosophy will be appreciated 
by those who know how much our knowledge of Greek 











1 Most of the writings of eminent Buddhist logicians like Diiniga 
and Dharmasirti are now available only in Chineseand Tibetan transla- . 
tions, their Sanskrit originalshaving been apparently lost. Saa Sadajira 
Sugiura’s Hindu Logic as preserved in China and Japan. 
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philsophoy has been deepened by the accounts left by Plato... 
Xenophon and Thucydides. Systems of philosophy as well 

as individual Coctrines are never the products of personat 
caprice or of mere accident; they are evolved out of a long 

chain of antecedent causes. They are in fact the tangible: 
manifestations of various latent forces which mould the 

character and history of the nation. There could have been 
no Aristotle without a Plato or a Socrates, and no Socrates. 
without the Sophists. A knowledge of this sequence is. 
therefore essential to a true appreciation of every system. 
and every doctrine, an isolated study of them being either 

insufficient or misleading. Besides, theories and schools are’ 
often the work not of one individual or of one age, but of a 

succession of thinkers who fashion and refashion them, as it 

were, until they become worthy of general acceptance. Such 

seems to have been the case with doctrines of God, of 

causality and of creation, in India as well as in Greece. The 

true aim of a history of philosophy may be explained in the- 
words of Zeller:-— 


“The systenis of philosophy, however peculiar and self- 
dependent they may be, thus appear as the members of a 
larger historical inter-connection; in respect to this alone 
can they be perfectly understood; the further we follow it 
the more the individuals become united to a whole of his-. 
torical development, and the problem arises not merely of 
explaining this whole by means of the particulars condi- 
tioning it, but likewise of explaining these moments by 
one another and consequently the individual by the whole.’ 


A history of Indian philosophy, such as would fulfil this 
purpose, is not of course possible in the present rudimentary 
state of Indian chronology. Still even a erude attempt 
of that kind will give truer insight into each system or 
each doctrine than can be got by a study of isolated 
works. The need of such a connected view of phil- 
y is all the greater in the case of svstems 
like the Nydya and the Vaisesika whose real merits 





1 Zeller ; Outline of Greek philosophy, p. 3. 
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€ hidden under a heavy load of scholastic surplusage, 
‘Whey have not the halo of religion and mysticism which 
makes the Vedania and the other theological systems so 
attractive to students of Hindu philosophy, while the 
scholastic subtleties of the most modern Nydya writers, such as 
Siromani and Gudadhara, inspire positive terror in untrained 
minds. If the Nya@ya and Vaisesika systems, therefore, 
are to be popularized and their value to be recognized, it is 
necessary to divest them of their excrescences. A large 
mass of rubbish is to be found in the works of modern ४ (द - 
-ytkas, and the task of extracting the pure ore out of it is 
‘very difficult; but itis worth performing. The process of 
sifting and cleaning will have to be repeated several times 
‘before we can really understand some of the profoundest 
conceptions that are interwoven inthesesystems. Philosophy 
18 the stronghold of Hinduism, and the system of Nyaya 
07718 as it were the back-bone of Hindu philosophy. Every 
other system accepts the fundamental principles of Nyaya 
logic, while even where there are differences, the dissentients 
-often borrow the very arguments and phraseology of the 
Nydya for their own purpose. A study of the Aydya as 
‘wellas Vaisesiku system is therefore a necessary step to 
ॐ popular understanding of most of the systems. It forms as 
it were an introduction to the general study of philosophy, 
and hence no scholar who would seek the truth in the latter 
can afford to neglect them. 


Among the numerous systems of philosophy that have 
‘been evolved in India during the last three thousand years, 
the Nydya and Vaisesika occupy a unique position, both on 
account of their cardinal doctrines and of the mass of 
dearning that has accumulated around them. A general 
view of these doctrines will not, therefere, be out of place 
in a sketch like this. Nyaya, which is the more compact 
and perhaps also the more modern of the two, is much more 
‘a system of dialectics than one of philosophy. The aphorisms 
ot Gofama and the works founded on them treat no doubt of 
metaphysical and theological questions occasionally, but 
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they come in rather as digressions than as inseparable parts 
of the system. The Vaisesika, on the other hand, is 
essentially a system of metaphysics witha disquisition on 
logic skilfully dovetailed into it by later writers. It is these- 
peculiarities which have earned them the name of logical 
systems and which distinguish them from each other as well 
as from other systems of Indian philosophy. These peculi- 
arities must be carefully noted, for inattention to them has 
led many to misunderstand the true scope and function. 
of these systems. 


Gctama begins by enumerating 16 topics. which have. 
been erroneously called padarthas? These topics are not a 
Classification of all sublunary taings or categories. They 
look like headings of so many chapters in a treatise on 10816. 
Of these the first nine, viz. घमाण, प्रमेय, संशय, प्रयोजन, दृष्टान्त, 
सिद्धान्त, अवयव, तक, and far, constitute what may be- 
called logic proper, while the last seven may be collectively 
termed illegitimate or false logic. Warm includes the four 
proofs, Perception, Inference, Comparison and Word;* while 
पमय comprises all objects which are known by means of 
those proofs, viz, soul, ‘body, organ, material qualities. 
‘cognition, mind, effort, fault, death, fruition, pain and 
salvation* These multifarious things have obviously 
nothing in common except the capacity of being known by 
076 or other of the above proofs: and Gotama accordingly ` 
treats of them only in that light. He rarely troubles himself 
about the nature or form of these things, or of their produe- 
tion and destruction, as Kanada, for instance, does, 
This is the reason why Gofama’s definitions of soul, cognition, 
mind, etc., only tell us how they are known, but say nothing 
asto what kind of things they are. Gofama’s theory of 
knowledge is essentially material. Perception is a physical 
process consisting in the contact of organs with their 
appropriate objects; while Jnf2rence. which is threefold, 

1 Logic in Sanskrit is designated by various names, such as Nyaya, 
Hletu-Vidya, Hetu-Sastra, Anviksiki, Pramana-Sastra, Tattva-Sastra’ 
Lorka-Vidya, Vadartha and Phakkika-Sastra. Some of these name = 
are found in works of 4th and 5th centuries B.C, 

2G. 8, I, 1, 1. 3 ७.8. 1. 1, 3. 
4G.58.I,1, 9. 5G. 8. I, 1, 4. 
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springs from Perception." Comparison and Word are of 
course exceptional cases, and may be called imperfect 
inferences. Having thus dealt with the chief ingredients 
of knowledge, namely, the proof and its object, Gofama 
describes several accessories to knowledge, viz., doubt, 
aim, instance or precedent, general truths, premises, 
hypothetical reasoning and conclusion. Doubt and aim 
as incentives to every inquiry are necessary {0 know- 
ledge. Precedents and general truths form the material, 
while premises and hypothetical reasoning are the instru- 
ments of acquiring fresh knowledge. Conclusion is the 
final and combined product of all these things.” The seven 
topics forming the second group have a negative function 
in logic, namely, of preventing erroneous knowledge. By 
exposing errors they teach us how to avoid them. They are 
rather like weapons for destroying the enemy's fortress than 
tools to build one’s own. Continued argument (वाद्‌ ), 
sophistry (जल्प), wrangling ( वितण्डा ), fallacies ( हेत्वाभास ), 
quibbling (च्ल), far-fetched analogies (जाति), and 
opponent’s errors ( निग्रहस्थान )- 811 these are useful where 
the object is to vanquish an opponent or to gain a temporary 
triumph; but they do not legitimately belong to the province 
of logic. Gotama’s treatise may thereforé be appropriately 
called the theory and practice of controversy rather than a 
science of logic. It resembles in this respect the dialectical 
work of Zeno who founded the sophistic dialectics in Greece. 


The system, however, underwent considerable modifications 
in later times. The sixteen padartias were practically 
ignored, and the theory of the four proofs absorbed almost 
the whole attention of later Naiydyikas. The philosophical 
views of Gotama mostly came out in the digressions which 
are numerous in his work. They are generally introduced 
by way of illustrations to his method ; and yet his followers 
have accepted these views as cardinal principles and built 
a regular system of philosophy upon them. The most cha- 


1 G.8.1., 1, 5. 
2 See for definitions of these, G. 8. I, 1, 23-32, 40, 41. 
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Tacteristic of these doctrines 876 the non-eternity of sound! 
the agency of God? the theory of atoms,’ the production 
of effects,* and its corollary, the reality of our knowledge. 
From the fragmentary discussions on these points contained 
in Gotama’s work the modern A (८९/74/५4८8 have evolved 
elaborate theories which have made the System what it is. 
The radical and realistic tendency of these later doctrines 
cane at every step into conflic¢ with the more orthodox 
views of the two Mimadinsas, 


The system of the Paise:ihas is even more radical than 
the Nyaya. As a System of philosophy, the Vaisesika is 
more symmetrical and also more uncompromising. Its 
enumeration of the six categories,® with the seventh Abhava 
added afterwards, is a complete analysis of all existing 
things. These categories again are not enumerated for a 
Special purpose only, like the 16 padarthas of Gotama; but 
they resolve the entire universe, as it were, not excepting 
even the Almighty Creator, into so many Classes. Kanrdda’s 
Categcries resemble in this respect those of Aristotle. 
Gotama treats of knowledge only, but Kanada. deals with 
the wider phenomena of existence. The first three categories, 
Subs tance,Quality,and M otion, havea real objective existenca 
and so frm one group designated अर्थं by Kunada.> The next 
three, Generality, Particularity, and Intimate Union, are 
Products of our conception and may be called metaphysical 
Categories, while the last one, N egation, appears to have been 
added afterwards for dialectical purposes. Thenine substances 
comprise all corporeal and incorporeal things, and the twen- 
ty-four qualities exhaust all the properties that can reside 
In substance. बुद्धि is a quality of the Soul, and the whole 
theory of knowledge therefore consists in the production of 
this quality in its substratum, the Soul. The process by 
which the cognition of an external object is produced in the 
Soul is something like printing or stamping on some soft 
material. Mind is the movable joint between the Sou] and 
the various organs which carry those impressions from ex- 
1G.8. IF, 3, 13--40, 2G.8. IV, 1, 19-21. 

a 03. &. IV, 2, 4-25. 4G.5. IV, 1, 29-54. 
#१ 6.21. 6 ४.8. VIII, 2, 3, 
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ternal objects. Logic as a science of knowledge falls under 


द्धि, and is so treated in all Vaisesika treatises. Vaises:kas 


recognize only the first two of the four proofs mentioned 
by Golama,' and they differ from the Naiyayikas on some 
other points also. What specially distinguishes the Vaisesi- 
kas, however, is their remarkable power of analysis; and 
their system may for that reason be appropriately called 


analytical philosophy. They divide and subdivide each class 


of things, and dissect every notion into its minutest com- 
ponents. No doubt the process of analysis is sometimes Car- 
‘ried to an extreme where it ends into fruitless distinctions, 
but its influence on philosophical speculations in 
general must have been enormous. It is this feature 


-of the Vaisesika system that has made it the source of all 


liberal thought in Indian philosophy. None are so umnres- 
trained in their speculations, and none are such powerful 
critics of time-worn prejudices as the followers of Kaxadda. No 
wonder then that they were looked upon with distrust by the 
orthodox school, and were iabelled Ardha- Vainasikas (Semi- 
Buddhists) by their opponents.2 The Vaisesikas never de- 
clared any open revolt against orthodox faith, nor is there 


-any reason for supposing that Kandvu or his immediate fol 


lowers were atheists; but the tendency of their doctrine 
“was none the less unmistakable. As ihe devout Lord Bacon 
produced a Hume and a Voltaire in Europe, 80. the 


Varsesika doctrines must have led ultimately to many 
<a heresy in India, such as those of the Bauddhas and the 


Jainas 


A remarkable feature of both the Nyaya and the Vaisesi- 


_ka systems, as in fact of all the Indian systems of philoso- 


phy, is the religious motive which underlies them. Religion 
is the incentive to all these speculations, and religion is also 


-the test of their truth and utility. Salvation is the goal 


-which both Kandda and Gofama promise people as the 
seward of a thorough knowledge of their respective sys- 








1B. P. Ben. ed p. 213. . ॐ 
2 Sarhkaracarya ° Brahma-Sttra-Bhasya 71. 2. 18. 
[४ 
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tems.’ Amidst all the differences one idea appears to be 
common to all the ancient Indian systems, namely, that 
knowledge is the door and the only door to salvation. Opin- 
ions only differ as to what things are worth knowing. Conse- 
quently the bitterest controversies have raged among these. 
Tivals as to what things ought to be known for the speedy at- 
tainment of salvation. These controversies usually take the 
form of attacks on the rival] classifications of categories as he- 
ing either defective or superfluous or illogical. Another effect 
of the religious character of these systems is the discussion 
of many apparently irrelevant topics which have made them 
look somewhat heterogeneous and unsystematic. The many 
digressions in the works of Gotama and Kandda as well 
as their followers are easily understood if we look to. 
the bearing which those topics have upon the end and 
aim of philosophy. Take for instance the controversy 
about non-eternity of sound.2 What has the eternity 
of sound to 00 with logic? An inference would: 
be just as right or wrong whether the words conveying 
it are eternal or not. But the question of the eternity of 
sound is vitally connected with the infallibility of the Vedas 
which are final authority in all matters of doubt: and all 
orthodox systems, therefore, must have their say on the 
point. We thus find that questions of the most diverse 
character are discussed wherever the context leads to them. 
while others more closely related to the subject are neglect-. 
ed. Each system has consequently become a mixture, as if 
were, of the fragments of several sciences such as 10216, 
metaphysics, psychology, and theology. Thisis not how- 
ever a weakness as some superficial critics have supposed. 
It arises from the very conception of a Dargana, and could 
never have been avoided by those who in these systems 
sought to provide a complete guide, as it were, to the road 
to salvation. India philosophy is not singular in this. 
respect. Everywhere philosophy grows out of religious 
instincts. The sense of dependence on supernatural powers. 
and a desire to conciliate them were the first incentives. 


——— 
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which led men at a very early period to think of their 
religious well-being. “ Philosophy,” says Zeller, “ just 
begins when man experiences and acts upon the necessity 
of explaining phenomena by means of natural causes.”! 
The Roveda, the Srahmanas and the Upanisads abound in 
passages showing how in India this feeling grew in inten- 
sity until it became the ruling passion of the Brahmans. 
Salvation was the sole purpose of life, and knowledge of 
the universe was the means to it. The ancient Upanisads 
were the repositories of the speculations which rose like 
bubbles out of this fermentation of thought, and which 
appear to have ultimately crystallized into the various 
systems of philosophy.” In Greece philosophy tended to 
become more and more ethical and worldly ; in India it 
could never free itself from its religious setting. This is 
the reason why iu spite of additions and modifications 
Indian .Darsanas never lost their original character com- 
pletely. A history of each of these systems is therefore a 
history of its gradual evolution within certain limits, 


while its relations outside of them remained practically 


unchanged. 


The period before the rise of Buddhism is: almost a 
blank page. We know noting of it except that a large 
amount of free speculation must have been stored up at 
that time in the Brahmanas and the Upanisads. The only 
system which dates prior to Buddhism is the Sankhya,; 
and possibly the Vaisesika also; but all the other 
Darsanas are presumably of a post-Buadhistic origin, at 
least in the form in which we possess them. In fact the 
very rotion of a system seems to be post-Buddhistic. The 
severe conflict between Buddhism and Brahmanism which 
stirred men’s minds in the century after Buddha's death 
must have compelled both the parties to systematize the 
doctrines and express them in a compact methodical form. 





1 Zeller; Outline of Greek Philosophy, p. 6. 
2 See my paper entitled “A Brief Survey of the Upanisads all 
J.B. ए. ए. A, Society, Vol. XXII. p. 67 
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‘The same cause or causes which led the Buddhists to collect 
“their ethical and philosophical teachings in their suttas 
during the period which elapsed between the first and the 
second Council must have also induced their Brahman rivals 
४0 compose similar works for the defence of Vedic ortho- 
doxy. The two collections of aphorisms belonging to the 
Prior and the Posterior Mimasisas and known by the names 
of Jaimini and Badarayana respectively have a strong 
-controversia] flavour about them, and appear to be the 
first products of this reaction against Buddhism. The 
aphorisms of Kandda and Gofama could not have been of 
any prior date, and as we do not know of any Nyaya or 
Vaigesika works older than these Sutras, the history of 
those systems may safely be said to begin in the 5th or the 
‘4th century before Christ. 


Roughly speaking, the literature of the Nydya and 
Va'sesika systems extends over a period of 22 centuries 
that is, from about the 4th century B. ©. till very recent 
times, of which the last two hundred years, not being dis- 
tinguished by any original works, may be left out of account. 
The history may be divided into three periods: the first 
from about 400 B. C. to 500 A. D., the second from thence 
to 1300 A. D., and the third after that till the end of the 
1957 century. The only known representatives of the first 


period are the two collections of aphorisms going under the 
name of Gciama and Kanida respectively, and perhaps the ` 


‘scholium of Frasastapaida also; but there must have ex- 
‘isted other works now lost. The second period is pre- 
eminently distinguished by a series of commentaries on 
these Sufras beginning with Va/syayana and comprising 
Several works of acknowledged authority. The third 
period saw the introduction of independent treatises and 
commentaries on them which at last dwindle dowy into 
short manuals like Yarka-Satigraha and Tarka-Kaumudi 
“These three periods also mark three successive stages in the 
` development of the two systems. The first may be called the 
age of the formation of doctrines in the Siatrax: the second 
‘that of their elaboration by commentators; and the third that 
of their systematization by writers of special treatises. The 
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first is characterised by great originality and freshness, the- 


second by a fulness of details and the third by scholastic 
subtlety ultimately leading to decadence. These divisions 
may sometimes overlap, for we have treatises like Jarkzka- 
raksha and Sapta-padarthi before the 14th century, so we 
have commentaries on the Sitras, like Samkara Misra's- 
Upaskara, and Visvanatha’s Vriti, written afterwards. This 
does not however affect our general conclusion that the 


_writings of the 14th century and onwards are in marked 


contrast with those ofthe preceding age. The exactdu ration 
of these periods may have varied a little in the case of the 
two systems, but the order is the same. The mutual rela- 
tion of these two systems, however, appears to have changed 
at different times. During the first period they ‘seem to 
have been two different systems, independent in origin but 
treating of the same topics and often borrowing from each 
other. Vaisyayana regards them as supplementary.’ In the 
second period, however, they become somewhat antagonis- 
tic, partly owing to an accumulation of points of difference 
between the two, and partly on account of the alliance of 
the Vaisesikas with the Buddhists. The third period saw 
the amalgamation of the two systems, and we ccme across 
many works, like the Tarka-Sangraha for instance, in which 
the authors have attempted to celect the best portions of 
each and construct from these fragments a harmonious sys- 
tem of their own. Thisis curious phenomenon, no doubt,. 
and we do not yet sufficiently know the causes which 
brought about these successive changes in the attitude of the- 
exponents of these two systems towards each other ; but 
the fact is important in as much as it must have been a 
powerful factor in moulding both of them. At any rate it 
accounts for the difficulty, which every student meets with 
at the threshold, whether to regard these systems as really 
suplementary or antagonistic to each cther. They are- 


spoken of as both, and yet no Sanskrit writer seems to have- 
perceived the inconsistency of doing 80. The only 


explanation that can at present be suggested is that the 





1 Vat. on ©. 8. 1. 1, 4. 
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twins after quarrelling for some time reunited under the 
influence of a reaction. 


Having premised so much we may proceed to consider 
the three periods in order ; and the first thing we shall have 
to do is of course to fix the age of the ऽद्य of Gotama 
and Kanada. They are the recognized basis of the Nyaya 
and the Varsesika systems, and they are, so far as we 
know, the oldest works on those systems. Not that they 
were the first of their kind : perhaps they were preceded by 
cruder attempts of the same sort that have perished ; perhaps 
the present works are improved editions of older ones. For 

all practical purposes, however, the works of Kanada and 
Gotama may be taken as the starting points for the two 
systems. Now hefcre adverting to the evidence that exists 
for determining the dates of these two Sitras it is necessary 
to notice one or two misconceptions that would otherwise 
hinder our task. The first of these is the confusion that is often 
made between the system and the Sitra work expounding 
it ; and the second isa similar want of distinction between 
the system as a whole and the particular doctrines com- 
posing it. The three things, tiz., Gofama’s work, the Nydaya- 
system, and the individual doctrines embodied in it, are 
quite distinct, and ought not to be confounded with one 
another. They may for aught we know have originated at 
different times, and no inference can therefore be safely 
drawn as to the probable date of the one from any ascertained 
fact relating to the other. The fact for instance that some 
of the Vaisesika doctrines are controverted in Badarayana’s 
Brahma-Sitras' has been made the ground for inferring 
that Kandda’s Siitras were composed prior to those of 
Sadarayana, and yet there are cogent reasons for believing 
that they were of a much later orj gin. We must therefore 
_suppose that the doctrines controverted in Brahma-Sivras 
‘existed prior to their incorporation into a regular system 
as set out in Kanida’s work. Similar! ymany of the argu- 
ments asto the relative priority of Nydya and Vaisesika 
systems are based on assumptions made from some doctrines 
of the one being cited or refuted by the other. Such argu- 


a 


1 Brahma-Sitras, IT, 2,:11, ef. seq. 
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ments however 876 misleading and often produce confusion. 
The Nyaya doctrine of असत्कायवादं must have existed before 
the rise of Buddhism and even before the formation of the 
Sdankhya system, the oldest works of which con- 
‘trovert it. Does it follow therefore that Gotama 
and Kanada preceded both the Sdnkhyas and the 
Baudihas? And if so, how are we to account for 
the fact that several doctrines of the Saikhyas as well as the 
Bauddhas are in their turn quoted in the Satras of both 
these authors ? Here 18 a dilemma which can only be solved 
by supposing that the doctrine of असत्कार्यवाद and many others 
like it subequently adopted by the Naiyayikas and Vaisesi- 
kas must have formed topics of hot discussion long before 
the Suras of Gotama and Kanada were composed. In 
like manner, even supposing that the system as such ex- 
isted at or before a particular date it will not be right to 
argue that Kanada’s Sutras also must have existed at that 
time.'. Nor should it be supposed that the whole system 
as conceived later is to be found in these works Many 
doctrines now looked upon as cardinal principles of Vaige- 
sika philosophy, are conspicnous by their absence in 
Kandda’s work, such as, for instance, Abha@va as a seventh 
category, the last seven qualities, and the doctrine of 
Visesa.", This much however is certain, that when the 
Sitras were composed the two systems had assumed a 
definite form which was never to be substantially changed, 
There are important gaps that were filled up afterwards ; 
but the skeleton is there and it is the skeleton that gives 
shape to the body. The process may have been something 
like this, First bold thinkers started theories of their own 
on the burning questions of the day, and then these theories 
fter much discussion crystallized into specific doctrines 
such as those of असत्का्य, समव्राय and others. The ancient 
Upanisads abound in passages in which we find such 
definite principles beins actually worked out of a mass of 
general speculations. ihe next step is for some eminent 








1 Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous 2ssays, Vol. L., 2. 354, Cowell’s note. 
2V.5 1,14 1, 1, 01. ¢, 3. | a ar 
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teacher to adopt and develop some of these doctrines an& 
form a school which might in time grow up into a system. 
The difference between a school and a system is that of 


degree. A school adopts a theory about a particular 


phenomenon, while a system aims at explaining consist- 
ently the whole order of nature by reducing several of these 
theories into harmony. Audulomi, Kdasakrtsna, Badari 
and many others whose names occur in the philosophicar 
Siiras, seem to have been founders of the schools which 
preceded the regular systems. The system when thus 
formed required an authoritative exposition, and many 
must have been the iailures of inferior persons, before a 
master mind like Gotama or Kandda could produce a work 
that would live into futurity. The present Sutras of 
Kanada and Gotama must, therefore, be regarded as re- 
presenting the end rather than the commencement of this 
evolutionary process. They did not originate the systems,. 
they only stereotyped them, by giving them as it were a 
body and shape. Besides, itis probable that the fashion 
of propounding philosophical systems in the form of Sulras, 
if not the systems themselves, came into vogue after the 
tise of Buddhism. The ethical teachings of Gautama Buddha 
were expressed in the shape of pithy sentences which were 
easy to remember and possessed a certain attraction for the 
popular mind. The Brahmans, probably with a desire to 
beat their rivals with their own weapons, composed Siafras 
on their own philosophical systems modelled on the Bud- ` 
dhistic swftas, and possessing in some cases literary finish 
of a very high order. The necessity of meeting their op- 
ponents in controversies which became frequent from this 
time compelled the orthodox Philosophers to put their card- 
ina] doctrines in a definite shape ; and this they did by ex- 
pressing them in an incisive and dogmatic form. so, as to 
produce immediate conviction. The uncompromising tone 
and rigid logic of these post-Buddhistic Sutras are in strong 
contrast with the loose reasoning and poetical imagery which 
abound in earlier philosophical books, such ७5 the Dpani- 
sads. While morality was the stronghold of the Buddhists, 
philosophy was their weakest noint in these early times; 
` SAr atresia ety | 
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naturally the shrewd Brahmans cultivated this latter branch 
with the greater vigourin order to outshinetheir rivals. The 
Sutras of Jaimini and Badaraiyana must have been composed 
with some such object in view; and the example, once set 

was of course followed by other teachers belonging to the 


orthodox party. 


It is difficult to determine the chronological order of 
the several systems of philosophy, and the attempts hither- 
to made have not been very successful. The Samkhya system 
and many of the doctrines of the Vaisesikas, if not the 
whole of their system, are most probably Pre-Buddhistic 
The Vaisesika system pre-supposes the Sa7nkhya, and there 
is evidence to show that the Vaisesika not only preceded 
Buddhism and Jainism, but directly contributed to the rise 
of those sects, many of their peculiar dogmas being closely 
allied to Vaisesika theories. The Buddhistic doctrines of 
total annihilation, for instance, is only a further and an inevi- 
table development of the: Vaisesika doctrine of असत्कायवाद्‌ ; 
while the categories or Padarthas of the latter find their 
counterpart in the five Astik@yas or essences of the Jainas. 
The atomic theory moreover is largely adopted by the 
Jainas, and eyen enters into their legendary my- 
thology. The epithet Ardha-Vaindsikas or Semi-Bud- 
dhists, contemptuously bestowed upon the Vaisesika by 
Samkaracarya,' concealed a historical truth, if the 
Vaisesikas as suggested above were the half-hearted 
precursors who by their materialistic speculations paved 
the way for the extreme radicalism of Gautama Buddia. The 
Vaisesikx schoolis specifically named in the sacred texis 
of the J/ainas and also in the Lalita-Visia@ra.2 Several of 
their doctrines are refuted in Aadarazara’s Fralime-Siiras, 
and it is possible that they may have existed then in some 
systematic form. ` 4.8 {0 {106 othersystems, the two Mimamsis 
appear to have come immediately after the rise of Buddhism 
and before the advent of the Nya@ya and the ल्व. Neither 


1 See foot-note supra, 


2 Weber: History of Indian Literature, p. 226, foot-note. 
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Badarayana nor Jaimini refers to any peculiar Niyaya doc- 
trine, while the few aphorisms in Badarayna'’s work which 
mention Yoga look like interpolations. It will be shown 
presently that Gotama himself borrows from Badarayana’s 
work.’ 

Looking to the Satras, however, the two Mimamsa collec- 
tions appear to be the oldest of them, while the works of 
Gotama and Kanada come next in succession. The date of 
Jaimini and Badaradyana, who quote each other and might 
have been contemporaries, is not yet settled. They are 
certainly aware of the Buddhistic sect, many of whose doc- 
trines they quote and refute. The two Mimamsa Sitras 
therefore could not have been composed before the 6th 
century B. C. They may for the present be assigned to the 
5th or the earlier part of the 4th century B.C. The Swfras 
of Gotama and Kanada must be still later productions, as 
will appear from a comparison of them with the Brahma 
Siitras. The opening sifras of both Golama and Kanada 
appear to recognize the Vedantic doctrine of knowledge 
एलं छ द्ध the means to salvation; while throughout their works 
whenever they treat of soul, salvation, pain, knowledge, 
and such other topics, their language seems to be strongly 
tinged with Ved@ntic notions. The phraseology is often the 
same, and in several places even direct references to the 
Brahma-Sitras may be detected in these works. For example 
the Vaisesika sutras, अनित्य gia विंडोषतः प्र तिषेधभावः and 
अक्रिया 8927397 to 3 answars to Bidarayma's objections 
to the eternity of atoms‘; while the Sitra अहमिति seer 
=पात्रित्छान्नःम।रिकृपः is evidently aimed at the Vedantic view 
exp!ained in the four preceding siifras, that the Soul is to 
ba known only through Sruti.® Similarly ए. 9. IV, 2, 2-3 
controvert the Vedanlin’s view that our body is formad by 


1 Garbe holds that Vais’esika was prior to Nyaya: Vide. Die 
Samkhya Philosophie, p. 116. 

9 Brahma-Satra IL, 2, 18, et seg; Mimtmsa Sitra 1, 2. 33; ses also 
Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I, p. 354. 

9 ध. 8.1४, 1. 4-9. 4 75744772 -5 {7 II, 2, 14-15. 

5 V. 9, LE. 2, 9. 6 Cf. also ©. 8. III, I. 28-30. 
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the union of five or three elements.' Avcain many of the 
terms used by Kandda such as अविद्या, लिङ्ग, पत्पगात्मा, and 
=्याख्यात, appear to be borrowed from Badarayana. The same 
holds good of Gotama. In several places he propounds 
views very similar to well-known Vedantic doctrines’; 
while a comparison of ©. 6, IIT, 2, 14 with Brahma-Sitra 
II, 1, 24 will show that Gotama borrows even illustrations 
and arguments from Badaradyana.' ©, 8, 11,1, 61-67* would 
likewise show that Gotama was also posterior to Jaimini, 
It may be argued that the borrowing may have been on the 
other side, or that the particular siitras may be later addi- 
tions. But we must in such cases judge by the whole tone 
and drift of the authors. While in all the cases noted 
above the topics form essential parts of the two Mimamsa 
systems, they come only incidentally in the works of 
Kanada and Gotama. We can, therefore, confidently assert 
that the works of G2tamz and Kanada, as we have them at 
present, cannot be older than the 4th century B.C. 


The question as to the relative priority of these two sys- 
tems per se is beset with many difficulties. Opinions have 
been advanced on both sides. Candrakanta Tarkalamkara, 
in the preface to his edition of Vaisesika-siitras, strongly 
contends for the priority of Vaisesika system, while others 
maintain the opposite = राह्म. Goldstiicker calls the 
Vaisesika only a branch of the Nyaya without deciding 
their relative priority ; while Weber is undecided on the 
point. Much of the confusion, however, on this point can 
be avoided by making a distinction, as already noted, between 
the Vaisesika system and the Vaisesika Sitras. There 
are strong grounds for believing, as Mr. Tarkalamkara 
contends, that the Vaisesike system preceded Gotama’s and 
yet the Sutras of Kanada, or at least many of them, may beofa 


1 Brahma-Sitra II, 2, 21-22. 2 Cf. ©. 8. IV, 1, 64. 

3 क्षीगकेनाि कारणानुपलच्धिवदधयुत्यत्तिव As: । Gotama-Sutra; उपसंहार 
दङ्ानान्नेति चेन्न क्षीरवाद्धं | Brahma-Sutra. 

4 विध्यथंवादनुवादमवचनविनियेगात्‌ ©. 8. 11, 1, 61. 

5 Bhimacarya : Nyaya-Kos’a, Intro., ए. 2-3, note. 

6 Goldstticker’s Panini, p. 153. 

प Weber : History of Indian Literature, p. 245. 
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later date. The fact that, while Vassesika doctrines are 
noticed in Bddarayana’s Brahma-Sutras, Gotama’s system: 
is nct even once alluded to, shows that some 1 atsesika 
doctrines at least were promulgated not only before 
Gotama but even tefore the ccmposition of the Brak ma- 
Sutras. Vatsyayana’s remark that omissions. in Gotama s 
work are to be supplied from the cognate system of the- 
Vaigesikas may likewise be taken to imply that that system 
existed before Goiama’s time’; while the latter’s reference to: 
aviaaalagra’ by which he probably means doctrines- 
taught by some allied school such as the Vaisesikas would 
support such an inference. The posteriority of Gotama may 
also be inferred from the fact that many topies summarily 
disposed of or imperfectly discussed by Katada are fully 
treated by him, as for instance, inference, fallacies, eternity 
of sound, and the nature of soul. It is true that some of 
these arguments would also prove that Kanada ’s sutras were 
anterior to Gofama’s work, and itis possible that a collec- 
tion of Vaisesika sutras was known to Gotama. But we 
must also take account of the fact that several sifras in the 
present collection of Kandda’s aphorisms appear to be sug- 
gested by Gotama’s work. 

ए. 8. IIT, 2, 4,5 for instance, is clearly an amplifica- 
tion of G.S.I, 1, 10.4 V. 8. III, 1, 17 again gives an 
illustration of the अनेकान्तिक fallacy, although the name, 
strange to say, is nowhere explained throughout Kaniada's 
work. The word is, however, used by Gofama as a defini- 
tion of सव्यभिचार, and itis possible that the author of the 
Vaisesika sutras borrowed it from him, and wrongly used 
it as the name of the fallacy. These Sutras, therefore, if 


ESS = ~~ ~ 


1 Vat. on G. 8. 1, 1, 4. 2G. 8.1, 1, 29. 
3 प्राणापाननिमपोन्मषजावनमनोगतीच्धयान्तरार्षकाराः सुखद श्वच्छादेष प्रयतनाश्चत्िनो 
jena Vaisesika- Sutra, 
4 इच्छ द्विषप्रयतनसखद SMa लिङ्गमितिः। Gotama-Sitra 
5. यस्माद्धिषाणी ASUS चानकान्तकस्योदाहरणम्‌ | 
6. अंनकान्तिकः सव्वमिचारः G. 8. 1,2, 46. 









mot the whole work of Kanada, must have been composed 
after Gotama's work was published. Now there are good 
reasons for suspecting that Kandda’s work, as we have it at 

present, contains a large number of aphorisms which have 

been either modified or added in after times. A comparison 

of Kandda’s siiiras, as found in our printed editions, with 
the Bhasya of Prasastapdda shows that many of the sifras 

are not explained by thescholiast and were probably unknown 
to him.’ Moreover, all these suspicious sphorisms 
relate to topics that look like having been suggested after- 
wards. The practice of making such interpolations in 
ancient works is not uncommon in Indian literature. The 
Samkhya-Siitras are nctoriously modern productions, though 
ascribed to an ancient (ङ ; and even the Brahma Sitras of 
Badarayana lie under the suspicionof being tampered with. 
The loose and unsystematic arrangement of the Vaisesika 
aphorisms must have considerably facilitated the task of 
an interpolator, while such liberties could not have been 
easily taken with the more compact and finished produc- 
tion of Golama.* 


The most reasonable conclusion that may be drawn 
from the folegoing facts is that, although we can say no- 
thing definite about an original collection of Vazsesika 
aphorisms, the present work of that name is comparatively 
modern. We have no materials at present to fix its proba- 
‘ble age. -Karddais a mythical personage and is variously 
styled Kadsyapa, Kanabhaksa or Kanabhuk. The latter 

1 See the excellent conspectus showing the si#tras corresponding to 
each section of Pras'astapada's scholium, prefixed to the Benares 
Edition of that work. 

2 Mahamahopadhy4dya Satischandra Vidyabhushan thinks that only 
the lst Look of Nya@ya-Sitras wascomposed by Assapida, while the 
2nd, 3rd and 4tb books bear marks of different hands. The later books 
«contain passages from Lankaivatara Siitra of Fogacara Buddhistic 
school, the Madhyamika Siitra of Nagarjuna and Sataka of Aryadeva, 
all composed about 900 A.D, Watsyaiyana is said to have collected all 
the later additions together. See Bhandarkar Commemoration 
Volume p. 161. 

3 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 200; प. 8. Up. Cale. ed. p. 160-1 ; Trikanda-Sega. 
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two appellations are, of course, paraphrases of Kanada, 
which literally means “ an eater of seeds or atoms.’” The 
name is said to be derived from his having lived upon pick- 
ed-up grain-seeds while practising austerities; more probably 
it is a derisive appellation invented by antagonists for 
his atomic theory. The system is also called Auliikya 
Dargana,2 and a pretty old tradition is told that God 
Mahadeva pleased by the austerities of the sage Kanade: 
appeared to him inthe guise 0870] and revealed the system 
which the latter subsequently embodied in the Sitras.* 
A Rsi named Ulika is mentioned in the Mahabharara, 
but nothing can be said as to what connection he had with 
the Vaisesika system. The name Aulikya is, however, 
considerably old, being mentioned by Udyotakara and Kuma- 
rua. The name Vaisesika occurs even in the scholium 
of Prasastapada, who also refers to the tradition about God 
Mahadeva just mentioned.’ bayu-Purana makes Aksapada 
Kaniida and Ulika sons of Vydsa,° but no reliance can be- 
placed on such an authority. 


It has been already shown that the present collection 
of Vaiseska aphorisms is posterior to the 4th century 
8. C., and the references to it contained in Va'syaue 
commentary on Gofama’s work prove that it must have- 
existed before the 5th century A. 7. Vatsyayana 
mentions it as समानतन्ब, enumerates the six ca-- 
tegories’ and actually quotes one aphorism of Kandda* 














1 Sugiura on the authority of a Chinese work 1516 Jutsukt says he 
was called rice-eater because he used to go out and eat rice obtained 
from wemen, while he was called Ultka, because he lived in a 
mountain and wasvery ugly. Vide Sugiura’s Hindu Logic as preserved 
in China and Japan p. 14. 

2 8879. D. 8. Cale. ed. p. 110. 

3 Bhimacarya : Nyaya-Kosa, Intro p. 2. 

4 Nyaya- Vartika, Bibl. Ind. p. 168 ; 74 ntra-Vartika I,,1, 4. 

9 P. ए. Ben. ed. p, 234 

6 See the verse quoted in P. B. Ben. ed. Intro p. 10, 

7 अर्त्वन्यद्पि द्रव्ययणकमसामान्य Tena: प्रमेयम्‌ । तद्धेदेन WARIS ४ 
Vat. on G. 8. I, 1,9 

8 agen ares इति ( ४. 8. 117. 1.16) Saas चेत सन्तानोपषरि 
रुपपादितः जाब्दसनतःनः ete. | 77! ५४ G. 8. 17,2, 36. 
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This is the utmost that we can say with certainty about the 
age of Kanaddu’s work. The date of Prasastapada, the earli- 
est scholiast of Kanada, is equally uncertain. He cannot. 
‘be the same as the Aisi Prasasta mentioned in the Prav.- 
radhyaya of Baudhiyana-Sitra, for Baudhiyana-Sutra being 
composed before the 4th century B. C.,' Prasastapada and 
@ fornori Kanada would have to be placed long before that 
time. Prasastapaddahas also been identified with Gofama, 
the author of Nyaya-Sitras,? but it seems to be a mistake. 
Sono inference as to the age of the Vaisestka-Sufras can 
be drawn from the date of the commentator. The six Ca- 
tegories as well as the proofs are mentioned in the medical 
work of Caraka, who has been identified with /afufjal, 
the author of the Mahajhasya.2 But even if this identity 
is correct, the original work of Curaka having been subse- 
quently recast and enlarged by ODrdhabala, particular 
passages from it cannot be relied upon for historical pur- 
poses. 

Happily we can obtain better results in the case of 
Getama’s work. That it is posterior to the rise of Buddhism 
is evident on its face, for Buddhistic doctrines are expressly 
mentioned therein.* It is also, as has been already shown, 
later than the latter part of the fifth century B. C., the 
time of Ladarayanz’s Brahma-Siitras which, while refuting 
Vaisesika doctrines, make no mention of the cognate school 
of Naiyayikas. Goldstiicker says that both Aafyayana 
and Patafjali knew of the Nydya Sti'ras. Now fatanjah 
is said to have written his great work about 140 B. C.; 
but Kalydyana’s date is not so certain. According toa story 
told in Katha-Sarit-Sdgura, Katyayona was a pupil of 
Upavarsa and a minister of king Nanda who reigned about 
350 ए. C.”. Goldstiicker makes light of the authority of 











1 Buhler: Sacred Laws { 3. ए. E. Series) Part I Apastamba, Intro. 
7. XI. 2 Bhimaecarya: Nyaya Aoga lotro. p. 2. 

3 Parama-Laghu-Mafjisa. A verse said to be from Yogabija calls 
Patanjali, a writer on three sciences, grammar, medicine, and Yoga. 

4G. 8, III, 2, 11-13. 5 Goldstucker’s Panini, ए. 157. 6 Ibid ए. 234 

% Katha-Sarit-Sagara 1, 5; Max Miller: History of Ancient Sans- 
krit Literature, p. 240. । 
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Katha-Sarit-Sagara, but it is hard to believe that such a 
story could have got currency without some sort of founda- 
tion. If the story is true, the Nyd@ya-Sitras would have to 
be placed before 353 B.C. Katyayana’s date is now general- 
ly taken to be about the middle of the 4th century B. C.': 
and so Gotama will have to be placed before that time. 
There is another fact which confirms thi conclusion. Sabara 
Svamin, the scholiast on .Jaimini’s Sutras, often quotes an 
ancient author whom he calls Bhagavan Upavarsa, and 
who must haye, therefore, lived a long time before him. 
This Upavarsa is said to have written commentaries on 
both the Mimamsa Sitras,* If he he the same as the reput- 
ed teacher of Katydyana above mentioned, he must have 
lived in the first part of the 4th century 23. ©. Now a 
passage quoted by Sabara Svamin from the commentary of 
this Upavarsa* shows that he was intimately acquainted 
with G'otama’s system and largely adopted its doctrines. 
Gotama's work must, therefore, have been composed he- 
fore the 3rd century B. C., that is, it belongs to the 4th cen- 
tury ए. 0.3 


There is another piece of evidence, which, though ap- 
parently conflicting with the above conclusion, really sup- 
ports it. Apasiamba, the author of the Dharma-Sitra, knew 
both the Parra and the Uttara Mimimsa systems, but not 
the Nyaya®. It is true that Apastamba in two passages of 





1 Eggeling's Satapatha-Brahmana (S. ए. 7. Series ) Intro. p. 30, _ 

2 Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I. p. 357. 

3 Another story i Somadeva-Bhatta’s Katha- Sarit-Sagara makes 
him live in Pataliputra during the reign of Nanda, i. €. about 350 B. C; 
but no reliance can be placed on the chronological data furnished by 
this book in the absence of other evidence. 

4 S’abara-Bhasya Bibl, Ind. p. 10 ; for an English translation of the 
passage see Colebrooke’s Miscellaneous Lissays, Vol. I. 2. 328. 


> This conclusion will not be affected by any date that may be assign- 
ed to Panini. Goldstttcker Places Panini long before the rise of Bud- 
dhism and holds that he did not know Gotama’s work. Panini mentions 
the word न्याय but only in the Sense of a syllogism or rather a thesis, such 
as those in Jaimini’s work. See Goldstiicker’s Panini, 7. 152. 

6 Bubler : Sacred Laws ( 8. ए. ए. Series ) Part I Apastamba, Tate, 
P. xxvii. 
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his work uses the word न्याय and न्यायवित्‌ respectively' ; but 
“there he clearly refers to Purva-Mimamsa, and not to the system 
-of Gotama. Nor is this use of the word uncommon in ancient 
writings. The fact that the word न्याय, which was subsequent- 
ly monopolized by the followers of Gofama, is applied 
by Apastamba to the system of Ja:mini, shows that at his 
‘time Gotama’s system was either unknown, or at 1685 
80 new as nottohave attained any wide celebrity. Apistamba 
-according to Bihler must have lived before the third 
century ए. C. and even 150 or 200 years earlier;? but his 
knowledge of the two Mimansa’s shows that he could not 
have lived long before 400 B. ¢. Gofama’s work must there- 
fore be assigned to the end of the 5th or the beginning of 
‘the 4th century ए, ©. 


It is needless to state after this that our Gofama is quite 
different from Gofama the author of a Dharma Sutra, 
who preceded Saudhaiyana and wasa fortiors prior to 
Apastamba*®; nor has he anything to do with the mythical 
sage of that name mentioned in the Ra@mdyana and Maha- 
Sharata as the son of Utathya and the husband of Ahilya 
Nothing is known about the personality of our author, and 
it is even doubtful whether his real name was Gofama or 
Gautama. Being a Brahman he could not have belonged to 
the race from which the founder of Buddhism sprang. He 
is also called Aksapada or Aksacarana, but the origin 
of the name is not known. Some have conjectured that the 
epithet was 8 nick-name givento Cotama for his peculiar 
theory of sensual perception, and means one who stands or 
walks upon organs of sense ( अश्च ) ; but there is no au- 
“thority for this. At any rate the author, whoever he may 
be, possessed great originality and a grasp of general 
principles that enabled him to systematize the science of 
logic for the first time. He cannot, however, be said to 
have founded it, for logical rules seem to have prevailed 
-even before his time. Manu proclaims the need of reason 
-for a correct understanding of the sacred law*, while 





1 Apastamba-Dharma-Siira II, 4, 8, 13 ; and IT, 6, 14, 13. 
2 Buhler: Sacred Laws ( 8, ए. ए, Series ) Part I, Apastamba, Intro. 
ॐ. रा. 
3. Ibid. ए. xx and lv. 4 Manu-Smrti xii, 106. 
E 
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Badardyana goes to the other extreme of declaring 
the utter futility of our reasoning power to discover 
truth.’ Besides, it is quite obvious that, unless the 
of reasoning had been practised fora long time previous, and 
had been considerably developed, neither the philosophical 
speculations in the Upanisads nor the rise of heretical 
sects, such as the C@rvakas, Bauddhas and J ainas, 
could have been possible. What then did Gotama achieve ? 
What is his place in the history of Indian logic १ This 
is an interesting question, and would, if satisfactorily 
answered, throw a flood of light on the early history of 
Indian philosophy. । 


Gofama was certainly not the pioneer. The very fact that 
he has evolved a logical system complete and well knit in 
all essential respects would lead us to uspect that he must 
have used materials left by his predecessors and profited by 
their errors. This is not a mere inference however, for: 
Vatsyayana in his Commentary on G. 8. I, 1, 52 actually 
tells us that there was a school of Naiyayikas who require d 
ten premises in a syllogism, and that Gotama reduced their 
number to 8 ए९.* This is quite probable, for Indian systema- 
tists always favour brevity, and even Gotama “ड five premises. 
were subsequently reduced by others to three. Gotama, 
therefore, must have been preceded by other labourers in the. 
same field whose works have been eclipsed by his 
superior treatise. External evidence would lead us even 
a step further. The two passages from Apastamba Dharma- 
Sutra, referred to above, show that the word न्याय was. 
formerly applied to Pirva-Mimamsa. Similarly passages are. 
also found in many ancient Smrtis and also some moder 
works in which the same word or its derivatives are used in 
connection with Jaimini’s system. So late 8 writer as 
Miadhaviacarya calls his epitome of Juimini’s work न्यायमाला- 

विस्तर, while many other Mima@msi works have न्याय as 
part of their title. The various theses propounded in Jaimini’s- 
work are called Nydyas, and even /Pdnini uses the word 


— -- - --- es Se ~ —--- न 








1 Brahma-Sitra If, 1, 11. 
2 Vat. on G.8, I. 33 
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in a similar sense.’ How then are we to explain the fact 
that a word so generally used by the Mimamsakas came- 
afterwards to designate the rival and totally dissimilar 
system of Gofama. As a general rule we find that when a. 
new school arises it coins its own phraseology to distinguish 
itself from its predecessors. In this case, however, the followers. 
of Gotama appropriated an old word, and that word stuck 
tothem so fast as to become afterwards their exclusive 
property. The explanation, it seems, lies in the fact that 
the science of logic which afterwards developed into a. 
separate system was originally the childof Purva-Mimamsa 


Analogy of other arts and sciences points to the same- 
conclusion. All sciencesin India appear to have sprung 
out of sacrificial necessities. Astronomy was founded on 
the rules by which Vedic sis ascertained the correct 
time for performing periodical sacrifices, from the 
movements of heavenly bodies. While medicine had its 
germ in the analysis of the properties of Soma plant 
and other sacrificial substances, music was first 
cultivated by the Udga@ir priest for singing his 
Saman hymns, and a knowledge of agriculture and geo- 
metry was found to be essential in constructing the sacri- 
ficial pandal and the Vedi. It is probable, therefore, that 
the art of reasoning also originated in some requirement of 
the all-important sacrifice. Such requirements were mainly 
two, the correct interpretation of Vedic texts on which the 
due performance of the sacrifices depended, and victory in 
the philosophical and other discussions which were usually 
held in the intervals of sacrifice. It was a special function 
of the Brahman priest to give decision onany disputed points 
that might arise in the course of a sacrifice, and this he 
could not have done unless he was 8 master ofratiocination._ 
Such decisions, which may be likened to the chairman’s 
rulings in a modern assembly, are scattered through the. 
ancient Brahmanas, and are collected together as so many 
Nydyas in the ancient Pirva-Mimamsa aphorisms of Jaimint. 
The philosophical disquisitions were collected in the various 


1 Panini’s 5४78 ITT, 2, 122. 
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Upanisads and produced the system of Uttara-Mimammesa. 
Jaimini lays down many rules of exegesis which seem to 
the direct progenitors of the logical rules of Gotama. The vari- 
ous tesis for instance illustrated in the third chapter of Jai- 
‘mini’s attempt to determine whether a rite or a Vedic direc- 
tion is principal or auxiliary are only so many varieties of 
inference, The लिङ्क so often mentioned by Jaimini must have 
suggested the हेतु and अपदेङ्ा of Gotama and Kandda respec- 
‘tively. We may therefore suppose that it is the Mimdmnsakas 
who, first prompted by exegetical necessity, developed 
“sundry rules of logic which they illustrated by means of 
what they called Nyayas or theses. When therefore Many 
‘or Apastamba speaks of तकः or न्याय we must understand by the 
term these rules of inference as applied to Vedic interpre- 
tation. The utility of these rules for other purposes, founded 
as they mainly are on the broad basis of common sense, 
“could not but have been Perceived very soon and naturally 
taken advantage of, This secularization so to say of these 
“exegetical rules of Piyya-M imamsa@ gave birth to ॐ science 
which was at first known by the name of आन्वीक्षिकी. It 
probably got its modern appellation of Nyaya,when Gotama 
raised it 170 8 philosophical system by including in his 
‘treatise disquisition on sundry metaphysical topics, such 
as the origin of knowledge, eternity of sound, nature of proof 
and the agency of God. If this hypothesis is correct, we 
‘Can form a tolerably clear idea of the task Gotama set before 
himself and which he has performed so admirably. From 
-& bundle of experimental rules which were known only 38 


Pandits. Gotama can very well be compared in this respect 
with Aristctle or Immanuel Kant. N &y in one sense his influ- 
~ence has been even greater; for Kant and Aristotle failed to 
supplant their predecessors com pletely, while Gotama con- 
“structed a new system, as it were, which eclipsed all previ- 
ous attempts and which has from his time become the sole 
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The work of Gotama differs in many respects from that 
of Kanada. While the former is methodical and details a. 
system of logic practically complete, the latter discloses no 
consistent aim and no arrangements of parts. It has the 
appearance of a loose bundle of critical notes on the 
principal philosophical topics of the day. This fact raises. 
a doubt as to whether Kandda’s aphorisms were ever the real 
basis of the Vaiges:ka system as we find it now. The oldest 
exponent of the complete system as described in all modern 
Vaisesika works is Prasastapdda, and he may, for sught 
we know, be its real founder also. The supposition is not 
so improbable as it might appear at first sight. Almost 
all the peculiar doctrines that distinguished the later- 
Vaisesikas from the Naiya@yikas and other schools are to 
be found in Prasastapdda's work and are conspicuously absent 
in Kandda’s Sutras. The doctrines about fea, पाकजोत्पत्ति, 
विभागजावेभाग, and several others, which are regarded as pecu- 
liarities of the Vaisesika system, are not even touched 
upon in Kandda’s aphorisms, although they are pretty fairly 
discussed in Prasasfapada’s Bhasya. The saven categories. 
on which the whole Vuisesska system is based are probably 
an afterthought; and even the doctrine of faarq which 86- - 
cording to some gave the name to the system appears to be- 
a later development. Kanada restricts the word अथ ( cate-. 
gories properly so called ) to three things only, द्रत्य गण and 
कर्म; Prasaastapada enlarges the number to six, and some 
later author added aura.” 


It is true that the aphorism धमविरोषप्रसतादः द्रव्यखणकमसा- ` 
areafasanaart पदाथानां स्ाधम्यंवेधम्यःभ्यां तच्वज्ञानानेःश्रेयस- 
सादः enumerates the six categories ; but this aphor- 
ism is most probably a later interpolation. It is in- 
ordinately long, unlike other aphorisms of Kanada, and 
contains a number of distinct propositions that would 








1 अर्थं इति द्रव्यगुणकर्मसु | ४. 8. VIL 2, 3, 

2 Several Mss. of Prasastapada's Bhasya end with the colophon. 
इति ग्रदास्तपादविरचितं द्रव्याद्षिटपदाथभ।घ्यं समापनम्‌. 
3 9. 3.7. 1, 4. 
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-have sufficed for half a dozen Sitras. Besides it 18 
“awkwardly worded if not positively ungrammatical. A com 
parison of this aphorism with the opening passage of. 
P1asastapida’s scholium leaves hardly any doubt about its 
-spuriousness, Prasastapida’s passage 71718 thus —~ 
द्रव्यखणकमं त मान्यार्षरोषसमवायानां षण्णां पदार्थानां साधर्म्वैधरम्यतच्छज्ञानै 
 नि-शरेयसदेतुः | तचेश्वरचादनं मित्युक्ताद्धमदिव 





|= 
| 
क 


देर ।। 





Now one of these two Passages must be an adaptation of 
the other. According to Kiranavali this passage of Prasasta- 
pada explains only the first three ॐव of Kanada, which 
implies that the fourth 57 quoted above was unknown 
to the scholiast. Hence if Kiranavali is to be believed, the 
aphorism must be the later of the two. Sridkara, the author 


‘apparent inconsistency between the preceding sentence and 
Kanida’s second aphorism यतोऽभ्युदयानिः्यससि देः स धर्मः। 
The inconsistency is that while according to the scholiast 
knowledge of categories is the means of निःश्रेयस, Kanada 
speaks of it as resulting from धमः; and this inconsistency is 
removed by the scholiast by adding that the Knowledge of 
categories itself springs from धस as revealed in divine com- 
mandments. So according to Sridhara this last clause is 
an addition of the scholiast intended to Temove the apparent 
inconsistency, and yet it is summed up in the opening words 
of the fourth Sutra, धमविज्ञषपस्त मविशोषपस्नः च्‌. Hither these words or the 
whole aphorism must therefore have been suggested by 
Frasastapada $ passage. If the aphorism, as it stands now, 
had exisied before, there would have been no सूच्रविरोध and 
therefore no necessity for Prasastapada’s additional clause 
त्चेश्वरचोदनाभित्यक्ताद्धमदिव. We must, therefore, suppose 
that the aphorism was added by some later writer in order 
to supply what appeared to him: an OVersight of Kandda. 
Besides, the fact that there should have been even the 
suspicion of a contradiction between the enumerati on of six 
categories and Kandda’s second 57/10 proves that the six 
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1 P. B. Ben, ad Pp. 6, 7. 
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categories were not thought of by Kardda and were for the 
first time mentioned by his scholiast, Prasastapada, We 
must, therefore, construe the aphorism ' अर्थं इतिं FINES! 
as implying that Kanada mentioned only three categories 
to which the scholiast added three more, while the seventh was 
added still Jater.? If any doubt is felt on the point,a critical 
examination of the aphorisms which are supposed to define 
सामान्य and विहोष will dispel it, These aphorisms speak of 
fra as well as of सामान्य ina way quite different from the 
later conceptions of the two categories. Aphorisms सामान्यं 
fasra ela बद्धच्यपेश्चम्‌ and aeqardvat विषेभ्यः are especially 
significant. The first shows that Kandda used the word 
st as a relative term opposed to सामान्य, meaning that 
the notions of genus and differentia are always relative, 
and that the same property may be a genus with respect to 
one Class, and differentia with respect to another class 
of things. घटत्व, for instance, is a genus as including all 
jars under one class, and a differentia as distinguishing all 
jars from other substances, as cloth and men. The second 
aphorism shows that Kanada distinguishes ५१८८१८९ difference 
of things from other d:fferentiae by giving to the former the 
special name of अन्त्य विंहाष. It is these ultimate differenc3s 
that are denoted by the later Vaisesikas by the category 
qaatq : and the factthat Kanada regards them only as one 
species of differentiz shows that he did not include them in 
-9. separate category having absolute and not merely relative 
existence. The conclusion is irresistible that the अन्त्य विहकऽ, 
which were at first only one kind of d:fferentia, were after- 
wards developed into an independent catezory. The notions 
of सामान्य and समराय can also be shown to have originated 
in the same way.’ 


It will be thus seen that, unlike 2/2, Vaisesika was 
never given out to the world asa cutand dry system. It was 
gradually evolved as the ever-flowing stream of controversy 





1.8. VIII. 2. 3. 2 ए. 8.1. १. 3-6. 
3 Similarly while Kanada mentions only 17 qualities. the scholiast 
adds seven more, 7¢7q and others, making in all 24. which numer has 
been accepted by all later writers. | च, 
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suggested new points or disclosed the faults of old ones. 
Prasastapada thus occupies a somewhat intermediate position: 
between Kanada and his later commentators. He is sufficient- 
ly removed in time from Kandda to call him a muni and a 
disciple of Mahesvara,' while he himself is regarded almost 
as asemimythical personage by later writers. His age 
cannot, however, be ascertained even approximately. The. 
earliest known commentary on Prasastapdda’s work is that 
of Sridhara who gives his own date as 991 A.D. He must 
also have preceded Sankaracarya who seems to quote from 
him several times. The opinion ascribed by Sankaradcarya 
tothe Kanada school are all found in Pragastapada’s work’. 
Sricarana, in his comm entary on Sdriraka- Bhasya called 
Prakatattha, says that a particular view criticised by Sazh- 
kara belongs to the older school of Vaigesikas though opposed 
to that contained in Raranas Bhasya. The view referred 
to is propounded by Pragastapada who must tRerefore be 
older than Ravana.* This Bhasya of Ravana which may be 
ॐ commentary either on Kandda’s Siitras or Prasas‘apada’s 
own work, is not available, nor is its date known. Udayana's- 
Kiranavali is, however, said to have been based upon it. 
If this Ravana is the same as the reputed author of a com- 
mentary on Agveda, he appears:‘to have been‘a very ancient. 
author, and Prasastapada must be still older. Moreover, 
if Frasastapdda was, as suggested above, the first to enumer- 
ate the six categories, he must have preceded Vatsyayana. 
who mentions them.5 Nothing more definite can he said 
on the point for the present, and we must, therefore, 
leave Prasastapdda’s date tco as one of the uncertainties of 
Indian chronology. 





1 P. B. Ben. ed. pp. 1 and 329 

2 Cf. the passages in Sariraka-Bhasya ( Anandashram ed. pp. 514-5, 
and p. 519) with the passagesinP. ए. Ben ed. p. 48 and p.328 respectively. 

3 Prasastapada has also been referred to as प्रञास्तचरण, and प्रङ्ञस्तदेष् 
and some even identify him with Gotama. See Vindhyesvariprasada’s 
Intro, to Vaisegika Dars’ana ( Bibl. Ind. ed. ). 

4 P. B. Pen ed. Intro. p. 12 nete. $ Vat. on G. 8.1, 1,9. 

6 If Carcka, the writer on medicine, is correctly identified with Pa- 
१271811, Prafastayida must be anterior to him. See p. XXXI supra, 
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The age of commentaries proper begins with V atsyayana, 
otherwise known as Paksila-Svamin, whose. commentary on 
Gotama’s work is the oldest known work of the kind we 
now possess.’ .Vaitsya@yana must have lived about the end 
of 5th century A. D. for he preceded the well-known. Bud- 
dhist teacher DivimGga who is said to have lived in the early 
part of the 6th century.” ददवव was succeeded by the 
celebrated author of Udyofa who is mentioned by Subandhu 
writing in the 7th century.’ Udyotakara is said to have 
written his work to dispel the errors of Dininaiga and 
others, and Vdacaspati in his Tika adds that his 
principal object was to defend Vdaisyayana against the at- 
tacks of Dinndaga.* 


According to the Jain Sloka-Vartika, Udyotakara was in 
his turn answered by Dharmakirti.. Now Dharmakirti is 
known to have lived in the first half of the 7th century: 


—— 


1 Was Vatsyayana a Buddhist ? Some have supposed him to be so be- 
cause his work does not begin with a prayer to any of the Hindu deities 
But the epithet Svimin as well as the fact that the Buddhist writer 
Dinniga controverts his views should leave no doubt about his ortho- 
doxy. He was also called Dramila (Dravida?) or Paksilasvaimin. 
He was a native of Conjeeveram and lived about A. D. 400, 1. €. 8 cen- 
tury before Dinndga and Vasubandhu. SeeS.C. Vidyabhusan’s Indian 
Logic, Medieval School, pp. 68-72. 

2 Max Miiller. India, What can it teach us ? 1st ed. p. 320. Dinnaga 
is said to have introduced the universal propositin व्यापि into the Indian 
syllogism for the first time. 

3 Vasavadatta ( Cale. ed. ए. 235 ) has न्यायस्थितिमिवोद्योनकरस्वरूपाम्‌ | See 


also Dr. Hall’s Preface to his edition of that work. Udyotakara was 
called Bhiradvaja and lived at Thaneshwar near Delhi. He was 


a preceptor of the Pasupata sect. 
4 See quotation at P. B. Ben. ed, Intro, p-10. Udyotaekara himself 


Baysi— 
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यदक्चपादः प्रवरो प्ठनीनां शमाय शास्रं जगतो जगाद | 
ङूतारकिंकाज्ञाननिवृत्तहितुः करिष्यते तस्य मया निबन्ध : 1 
Also see Weber, Zeitschr. D. M. G. XXII. 727, and Colebrook Miscel- 
laneous Essays Vol. I p. 282, Cowell's note 
5 J. B. 8. ए. A. 8. Vol XVIII. p. 229 
6 Ibid. p. 90. Dr. Satiscandra Vidyabbushana thinks that Dharma- 
Kirti and Udyotakara were contemporaries and flourished about 633 
A.D. Sec Indian Logic, Medieval School, p 105,and Bhandarkar 
Memorial Volume, p. 164 | 
i 
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Dinnaga and Udyotakara therefore must have belonged to 
the 6th, and Vatsydyana at the latest to the end of the 5th 
century. Vdatsyiyana is not, however, the earliest scholiast 
on Gefama's Sutras. The alternative interpretations of G. 3, 
I. 1, 5) given by him show that the traditional meaning was 
obscured at his time, and that several writers before him 
had interpreted the Sutras in different ways. The interval 
between G'otama and Vatsyayana is considerable and could 
not have passed without producing some notable writers; 
yet no relics of the period appear to have been left behind. 
Hither the Scythian inroads which ravaged the country 
from the Ist century B. ©. to the 4th century A, D. 
must have swept away all literary records of the period | 
or some unknown cause must have lulled philosophical ac- 
tivity for the time. 


After Udyotaka@ra there seems to have oc curred another 
long gap in the succession of orthodox Nyaya writers until the 
end of 10th century, whena revival took place under the 
influence of the author of न्यायकन्दली which is the earliest 
known commentary on Prasalapadu’s Bndsya. Sridhara wrote 
at least three other works named Benes, award, and 
तत््रसंवादिनी. The absence of any eminent 2 yaya or Vaisesika 
writer between Udyotakara and Sridhara makes it highly 
propable that the tradition was broken in the interval. This 
interregnum so to say is the more inexplicable as the period 
was one of intense intellectual activity. Controversies be- 
tween the Brahmins as represented by the Mimamsakas and 
VedGntins on the one hand and the Buddhists and the Jaing 
on the other occupy almost the 
18 strange that the followers 
ot freely enter into the fray Vatsyayana and £ dyotakara 
set the ball of controversy rolling, but no Nyaya cr Vaisesi- 
ka writer seems to have taken up the cudgels on their be- 
half immediately after Dharmakirti’s strictures. The task 
of answering the great Buddhistic writer was left to Mimain- 
Sakas like Ky marila, Sankaracarya and Mandana, who 
were by no means favourable either to the Nydaya or to the 
Vaisesika system. Dharmotiara defended: Dharmakirty against 
the criticisms of Kumarilg and Mandana, and we again 








of Gotama and Kanada did 


whole of this period; and it ` 
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‘find Srivhara,a Naiyadyika,answering Dharmottara. Though the 

Nyiyaand Vatsesika systems had thus no spokesman of 
‘their own during this interregnum, the individual] doctrines 
inculcated by them were not a bit neglected. They were 
fully handled by the rival disputants as if they had by that 
‘time becomethe common property of allschools. The Mimam- 
sakas strongly controverted the doctrine of non-eternity of 
-sound, and the Vedantins criticized the atomic theory. The 
Prabhakaras started novel views about Samavaya, while all 
‘the schools fought over the proper number and nature of 
proofs. The answer to these criticims came partly from 
the Buddhists and the Jainas and partly from the later 
Nyadya writers. The fact seems to be that at this time the 
Nyaya and much more the Vaiseska doctrines, despite 
‘smaller differences, found their strongest supporters among 
the Buddhists and the Jainas,many of whose tenets closely 
resembled the peculiar doctrines of the Vaisesikas. The 
Nyaya-Bindu, for instance, which can now be safely ascrib- 
-.ed to Dharmakirti,! is a purely Vaisesika treatise 
‘while the Pramana-Samucchaya of Dinniga and Dharmakir- 
.ti’s Vartikas on it must also have been largely indebted to 
previous Vaisesika works. This must also be the reason 
why Vaisesikas were at this time looked upon almost as 
cheretics.” 


The alliance of the Vaisesikas with the Buddhists and 
the evident tendency of many of their th eories towards 
atheism and materialism alarmed the orthodox writers of 
dhe Mimamsa and Vedainia schools who at once consigned 
them to the purgatory of non-believers. Sakaracdrya calls 
them Ardha-Vainasikas ( Semi-Buddhists ), while Aumdarila 
brackets them with Sakyas as heretics who are frightened 





ee 


1 JBBRAS. Vol. xxx p. 47. and 3. ©. Vidyabhusana’s Indian 
Logic, Medeval School p. 109. 


9 For a detailed account of Jaina and Buddhistic Logicians, see 
Dr. Satiscandra Vidyabbusana’s Indian Logic, Mediwva!l School and 
for Chinese and Japanese wrisers see Suguira’s Hindu Philosopy as 


preserved in China and Japan. 
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out of their wits by the advent of the faithful Mimamsakas. 
And yet a glance at Prasasiapada’s Shkasya will show that 
the Vaisesikas were at least asorthodox and as decidedly 
anti-Buddhistic as either the Mima7isakas or the Vedantins. 
71 0505 {22.7८८ begins witha prayer to God and concludes: 
by ascribing the origin of the world as well as of the 
Vaisesika system to Mahesvara. He accepts the autho- 
rity of Srati and occasionally controverts the views of the 
Eud¢hists. The notion of Varsesikas teing heretical pro- 
bably originated in the din of controversy between the Bud- 
dhists and the Mimaznsakas, and ihe prejudice thus created 
stuck to them for along time afterwards. The system of 
Nyaya, however, seems to have escaped the stigma of heresy, 
probably owing to its comparative neglect in this period. 
The controversies of this period mainly raged round metaphy- 
sical and theological questions which were monopolized by 
the Vaisesika, while the purely logical part of Gotama’s 
system did not provoke much opposition. Only one doc- 
trine of the NG@iyadyikas was made the subject of controversy, 
namely the theory of a personal Creator of the universe. 
This doctrine was strongly advocated by the sect of Pasu- 
patas, and various sub-sections of Bkdgavatas. These theis- 
tic Schools probably derived their inspiration from Gotama’s 
work, but they very scon became distinct religious sects.' 
On the whole it appears that, although there is a lack of 
epecial Nydya or Vaisesrka worksin this pericd, the vari- 
ous doctrines laid down by Gofama and Kanada were fully 
_threshed out and underwent additions and alterations which 
were nct even dreamt of by previous writers. , [* ¢; 
[-- 


` The interregnum from Udyolakdia’s time to the end of 
the 10th century may have been produced by various causes 
which cannot te known at present; nor can we say for cer- 
tain how the subsequent revival was brought about. Perhaps 
learned men at this time were tco much cccupied with reli- 
gicus and sectarian disputes to attend to the drier subtleties 
of logic. The fact, however, cannot he denied, for while none 
of the known works of Nydza or Vaisesrtka proper can be 


भाया काक 


1 Max पाहत Histcry cf Arcient Eanskrit Literature. p. 48. 





Introduction. XLV 


assigned to the interval between the 7th and the 10th cen- 
turies, the succeeding age is marked by such an inrush of 
Nyaya and Vaisesika writers as more than atoned for the 
inactivity of the previous period. The most notable produc- 
tions of this later age are aseries of commentaries on the 
works of Prasgastapada and Vatsyayana who had then come 
to be looked upon as ancient authorities to be explained 
-and enlarged with reverence, rather than criticized or cor- 
rected by abler successors. In thislater period boldness 
and originality of thought dwindle in proportion to an in- 
crease of scholastic subtlety. The range of topics is limited, 
but each is treated with a greater fullness and ingenuity. 
"There is a distinct tendency towards scholasticism, which 
afterwards assumed such abnormal proportions in the Nud- 
dea school, but the change was not completed till 
four centuries later. It may be described as an age of 
‘transition from the genuine philosophy of medizval India 
‘to the scholastic verbiage of modern times; and it is 
a striking fact that this age nearly coincides with 
the growth of scholasticism in medieval Europe. It is nota 
little remarkable that the history of Indian logic bears in 
this respect a close anaiogy to the progress of thought in 
Europe. If Gotama lived about the same time as Aristotle, 
Vatsyayana was probably the contemporary of Boethius and 
+the Revivalists:; while the modern Acdryas, such as 
-Bridhara, Vacaspati and Udayana flourished in the same 
age which produced Thomas Aquinas and Duns Scotus in 
the West. Are we then to suppose that human mird in 
India as well as in Europe passed successively through the 
-same phases of philosophic development and nearly at the 
same rate of progress? The question is difficult to answer, 
‘but the coincidences are none the less interesting. 


The first writer of this age of revival was Sridhara 
‘who wrote his Nyaya-Kandali in 991 A. 7. Sridhara 
1 See P. B. Ben. ed. p. 331. The colophon contains the line, =a/q#7aiI- 

- तरनवदातराकाब्दे न्यायकन्दली रचिता | which gives Sake 913 i. e. 991 A. D. as 
the date of the compos ition of the work. Bhandarkar ( Report on Search 
of Sk. Mss. for 1883-4 p. 314) reads the line as अविकदडोत्तर, which gives 
the date Sake 910 or 988 A. D., but this must be a mistake, for the word 

<iGa js8inexplicable without जि. 
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takes great pains to refute the opinions of Kumd@rila and 
Suresvara alias Mandana on the one band as well as Dharmot- 
tara on the other, a fact which seems to show that Sridhara~ 
was the first eminent Nydya writer after them. Rdajasekhara, 
ॐ Jain commentator on Nydya-Kandali' mentions three: 
other commentaries on Prasgastapada’s Bhasya, besides 
Sridhara’s work, viz., the Vydmavati of Sivacarya, the 
Kiranavli of Udayana and the Lilavati of Sri Vatsa or 
Vallabka, all of which were written after Sridhara’s work 
but before the end of the 13th century. The chronological! 
order of these writers may be fixed as Sridhara, Vallabha,. 
Udayana, and Sivaditya. All of them came to be looked’ 
upon as eminent authorities and honoured with the title of’ 
Acarya. Each of them was distinguished for some new 
conception, or original treatment of old topics. The works 
of Vallabha and Sivaditya are not yet available so as to 
enable us to form any definite opinion about them, but their 
views are frequently quoted and criticized in later works. 
Udayana’s Kirand@vali was probably left unfinished by the- 
author, as all the Mss. hitherto available contain only the- 
chapters on #27 and am. Sridhara lived as stated above 
at the end of the tenth century. He was followed by Vdacas- 
pati Misra in the 11th century, who wrote commentaries 
on all the principal philosophy systems, and whose works 
have been deservedly held in the highest estimation bv’ the- 
succeeding generations.* Vdcaspali, the author of Phamat? 
and Samkhya-Tativa-Kaumudi, wrote an equally able com- 
mentary on the Vdrtikas of Udyotakara, called V artika-Tat- 
parya-Tika and this Tika of Vdacaspali became the text of 
another commentary, 7a@tparya-Pariguddhi by Uddyana.* 








1 P. 8. Ben. ed. Intro. ए. 19. 

2 See the opening passage of Tarka-Dipika—p. 1,7and Note thereon: 
p. 72 infra. 

3 J.B. 8. R. A. 8. Vol. Xvi. p. 90. Cowell in the preface to his: 
translation of Kuswmafjali tries to prove that Vacaspati lived in the 
10th century ; but his view cannot be accepted as Vacaspati quotes 
रःजवार्तिक्र of King Bhoja who reigned in A. 7. 993. Satiscandra Vidya- 
bhusana also places Vacaspati in 976 A.D. when he is said to have 
composed his Nya@ya-sici-nibandha 


4 Bhandarkar. Report on search of Sk. MSS. for 1883-4, p, 81. 
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Udayanacarya, the author of Kiranavali and Parisuddhi 
lived, therefore, some time after Vacaspati, and may be 
assigned to the end of the 12th century.' Udayana is the 
greatest Naiyayika writer of this age. He combines in 
himself the two-fold character of an eminent dialectician 
and a religious revivalist, and has consequently become the 
centre of a number of traditions which have perbaps little 
foundation in fact. A story, for instance, is told of his 
having once made a pilgrimaze to the temple of Jagannath, 
where he found the temple-door shut against him. On. 
this the irate Naiydyika addressed the following couplet to 
the Deity :-— 

देश्व्थमदमत्तोऽसि मामवज्ञाय वर्तसे | 

उपस्थितेषु बौद्धेषु मदधीना तव स्थिति : 1 


“Tnfatuated with omnipotence as thou art, thou treatest 
me with contempt; but ( remember ) when the heretics 
approach, thy very existence depends upon me.” 


This irreverent apostrophe was probably founded on the 
fact that Udayana wrote two well-known treatises to prove 
the existence of God and to refute the atheistical objections 
of the Bauddhas and other heretics. These treatises. 
respectively known as Kusumajfijali and Bauddha-dhukkara,, 
though small, prove Udayana to be a very acute and powerful 
writer. Udayana is said to have carried on a vigorous crusade: 
against the Bauddhas and the Jainas;and if Monier Williams 
is right in assigning the complete decay of Buddhism in India 
to the beginning of the thirteenth century,’ Udayaxa must 
have taken a leading part in giving the death-blow. At any 
rate the great prominence given in all the later works to 
इभ्वरकारणवाद or the doctrine of a personal Creator of the 
Universe may be ascribed to Udayana’s influence. It is 


——  -- eee 














1 Cowell’s Preface to his translation of Kusumanjali,px;J.B.B. R 
A. 8. Vol. XVIII. p. 89, 90, Dr. S. C. Vidyabhusana places him about 
984 A.D. on the authority of a verse in his Laksanavali. Vide 
Bhandarkar Memorial Volume p. 165. 

% Nehemiah Gore’s Rational Refutation of Hindu philosophy translat~ 
ed by F. Hall, p. 6, note. 3 Monier Williams : Buddhism, ए. 170. 
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highly. probable that Udayana’s works gave a strong impetus 
to the Saiva, Vaisaava and other theistic sects whic arose 
in large numbers at this time. Naiyayikas amongst all the 
Indian systematists were from henceforward the strongest 
supporters of monotheism, and the Nuddea School in later 
times produced one of the greatest leaders of a modern 
theistic movement, uiz., Caitanya of Bengal. 


Tradition ascribes to Udayana the first conception of 
the idea of uniting the two sister systems of Nyaya and 
Vaisesika into one harmonious whole. Udayana’s extant 
works do not however support this theory, although it is 
not improbable that he threw out hints to that effect, which 
led some later writer to make the experiment. The earliest 
known work in which the two systems are found actually 
combined, as in many later works, is the Sapta-Padarthi of 
Sivaditya Misra,’ and it is possible that he was the first to 
put the idea into practice. Sivxa@ditya is also the first writer 
to mention Abha@va as the seventh cafegory and to introduce 
ॐ systematic discussion of logical questions ) der बुद्धि. 
Sapta-Padarthi may, therefore, be regarded as the nodel of 
all such later manuals as Tarka-Samgraha, Tark Kaumudi 
and Tarkamrta., 


As to Vallabhacharya his exact date is uncertain, but 
he appears to have preceded the author of Sapta-Padarthi 
if not also Udayana. This seems probable from the mention 
of Nyaya-Lilavati ina Canarese poem named _Darsana-sira 
written by a contemporary poet in praise of King Singhana 
of the Yadava dynasty of Devagiri, who reigned from 
A. D.1210 to 1247. Darsanasara also mentions Udayana 








1 A MS. cf Jinavardhana’s commentary on Sapta- Padarthi is ip the 
Deccan College Library. This Jinavardhana lived in Samat 1471. Pe- 
terson mentions a MS, of सप्तपदार्थान्ान Named मिनभाप्रिणी by Madhava-S ara- 
Svat, as dated Sathvat 1405. See Report of the Search of Sankrit MSS, _ 
for 1896 p. 24 Also Bhandarkar’s Report for 1882-83 p, 25. Prof. Ghate 
mentions a third Commentary पदार्थचाद्धिका by Sesananta. Prof. Ghate 
places Udayana in 984 A. D. and Gangega in the 11th Century, and 
Sivaditya between the two. J.B. B. R. A. Society उना p, 34. 

2 Bhandarker, Early Histcry of the Dekkan, p, $2. 
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sand sorme other writers.;' but nothing further can be said 
about it until the work is available to the public. It is 
superfluous perhaps to remark that this Vallabha, the 
author of Nyaya-Lilaivati, was quite a different personage 
from the great Vaisnavite reformer of that name who 
flourished in the 15th century.” 


A host of smaller writers such as Varadar@ja and Mali- 
natha may be mentioned as belonging to this second period, 
‘but they do not seem to have left any lasting mark on 
subseyuent literature. The period may be roughly said to 
have closed about the beginning of the 14th century. It is 
marked by a great activity in the beginning and at the end, 
with an intervening blank which Jasted for about 3 centuries 
-and which sharply divides the older from the later school of 
‘writers. The conflict of opinions between the Vaisesikas 
and the Naiyadyikas as well as the differences between the 
ancient and the modern schools of Naiyayikas, which are 80 
frequently discussed in modern works, seem to have origina- 


-ted in this period: and it was perhaps the growth 


of these minute differences that created at the end of 
‘his period a reaction in favour of amalgamating 
the two systems. This atiempt at amalgamation, how- 
-ever, produced an effect exactly contrary to what was 
4ntended, for it stereotyped the differences instead of removing 
them. We find that in this period almost all the principal 
doctrines were evolved and the details were worked out, on 
which the dialecticians of the third period were exclusively 
“to spend the?r scholastic ingenuity and produce volumes 
after volumes without making any real progress. With 
Udayana and Sivtditya we lose sight of writers who deserve 





1. Iam indebted for this information to my friend Mr. K. B 
Pathak formerly of the Deccan College. He saw a Canarese Ms. of 
-द्रीनसार 1० the library of Brahma-Suri Sastri of Sravana Belgole in 
‘Mysore territory. It is not known when the book was written, but the 
author appears to have been a cotemporary of (Sear. 
9, Ancther vriter Jayanta wrote Nyaya-Mafjari an independent 
Commentary on Nydya-Sutras. He was a native of Kashmir and lived 
in the llth century. ‘He quotes Vacaspati and refutes Buddhists. 
G 


L Tarka-Sangraha. 


to be called Acdryas, as having aimed at originality and 
written epoch-making books. The class of Acdryas, or- 
masters, was henceforward to give place to that of mere 
Upadhyadyas or ordinary pundits. The race of giants was to 
be succeeded by a remarkably versatile and disputatious 
troop of dwarfs. Philosophy lostits freshness as well as its - 
charm, and gradually degenerated into a bundle of endless 
controversies. 


The end of the 14th century saw the commencement of ` 
the third period of Nydya literature; and Gangesa, or 
Gangesopadhyaya, the author of Tattva-Cinfamani may be 
said to be its oracle. He founded a new school of text-- 
writers and commentators who afterwards came to be known 
as the Nuddea school owing to their having chiefly flourished 
in the tols of Nuddea or Navadwipa in Lower Bengal. The 
distinguishing features of the writers of the school were their ` 
overwhelming pride, an abnormal development of the 
critical faculty, and a total disinclination to go out 
of the narrow grooves of traditional doctrines. The 
original Sifras and the 86110119 on them recede into - 
background, while Gajgesa’s work itself becomes the ` 
centre ofa mass of literature unparalleled in any other country 
or age. Here we see at one and the same time scholasticism 
at its climax and true _ philosophy at its lowest 
depth. We might wade through volumes of controversial 
jargon without coming across a single flash of deep thought ` 
or real insight into the nature of things. Mere conventionali-. 
ties and distinctions without a difference are the weapons in 
this wordy warfare, with which one disputant tries to de-- 
fend his thesis or to vanquish 8 7181. It may be doubted 
if either the writer or the reader is made a whit the wiser 
by all this labour. 





_ All the writers of this school are not however equally 
faulty in this respect. The earlier ones especially show a- 
iderable freedom of thought which is quite refreshing. 

' The most notable of this kind is Gangesopadhya@ya, the 
founder of the Nuddea school, whose exact date is noc” 
known, but who probably lived about the end of the 14th 
century.. Gangesa quotes Vacaspati, while his son Vardha— 
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mana wrote commentaries on Udayana’s Kirandvali and’ 
Vallabha’s Lilavati. 0400254 must have therefore lived after 
the 12th century. Gangesa was followed by two writers of 
note, Jayadeva and Vasudeva. According to Burnell Jayadeva:- 

otherwise known as Paksadhara Migra, wrote his Manya- 

loka, a commentary on Gangefsa’s Tattva-Cintamani about 5. 
centuries ago, that is, about the middle of the 14th century, 
but this is highly improbable.’ Vasudeva Sarvabhauma, a. 
fellow student of Jayadeva and the author of a commentary 
on Gangesa’s work, had four pupils of whom the first 
Gauranga, popularly known as Caitanya, the celebrated. 
religious reformer in Bengal, was born about 1485 A. be 
Both Sarvabhauma and Jayadeva must, therefore, have lived 

in the latter part of the 15th century, and @ 50 at least 

8 generation or two earlier. Jayadevaissaid to have studi-- 
ed Tattva-Cintamani, with his uncle Harimisra, which 

shows that Gangesa’s work was already a standard book in 

the first half of the 15th century. We shall not be wrong: 
therefore in placing Gangesa in the latter part of the i4th 

century at the latest.’ 


Vasudeva Sarvabhauma must have been a remarkable- 
man, for all of his pupils distinguished themselves in dif- 





1 Burnell, Catalogue of Tanjor MSS. Vol. 11. p. 117. Jayadeva was not 
ed for his intellectual powers. He got the nickname qayqz for having 
mastered a difficult book in a fortnight. He is probably the same as the 
author 2 प्रसन्रावव but is different from the poet who com- 
posed गीनगोक्दि Raghunatha Siromani is said to have been his pupil 


for some time. 

2 Cowell ( Colebrook’s Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. L, p. 281) gives. 
the date of Caitanya’s birth as 1489; but see Bose’s History of Hindu 
Civilization. Vol. I. ए. 45, Caitanya died in A. D. 1527. Vindhye-- 
évariprasid quotes a verse current among Nuddea Pundits 
ङाके मुनिव्योमयुगेन्दुगण्ये पुण्ये GR geste | तरैलोक्यभाग्योदयपुण्यकीर्तिदेव 
डाचीनन्दन आषरासीत्‌ | Here the word युग may mean two or four and so- 
will give either Saka 1207 or 1407 as the date of Gourangas birth. 
See Intro. to Vais'esika Dars'ana ( Bibl. Ind. ed- ) p. 32 

3 Prof. Ghate places © 295 ¢ in the lith century on the authority” 
ofa Ms. of Jayadeva's Aloka transcribed in Laksmana Samvat 159- 
corresponding to A. D- 1267.See JBBRAS. XXIII p. 93 and Vindhye— 
évariprasad’s Intro. to Vais'esika Dars'ana ( Bibl. Ind. ) p. 82, 
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ferent fields. The first, Caitanya, founded a 17025100 sect 
which soon spread over the whole province of Bengal and 
revolutionized as it were the religious life of the people. 
The fact is noteworthy that the greatest exponent of the 
docirine of faith in modern times received his early training 
in the dialectics of Nyaya philosophy. The devout mind 
-0f Cattanya must have no doubt recoiled from the scholastic 
‘subtleties of Gavgesa, but they could not have failed to 
influence many of his views. Vdsudeva’s second pupil 
Raghunatha, otherwise known ag Tarka-Siromani or simple 
Siromani, wrote Didhiti, the best commentary on (Gaiigesa’s 
Tattva-Cintamam, and is acknowledged to be the 10140686 
authority among the modern Naiyadyikas. The third was 
Kaghunandana, the lawyer and the author of a commentary 
‘On Jimita-vahana's Daya-vibhdga, and is now held to be 
‘the best current authority on the Bengal School of Hindu 
daw. The fourth, Krsnananda, also wrote works on 
charms and other kindred subjects. .All these writers being 
~contemporaries of Catfanya must have flourished in the 
beginning of the 16th century. Raghundtha Siromam wrote 
besides Didhiti commentaries on Udayana’s works and a 
few other treatises, one of which is Pada@rtha-Khandana 
‘Ora refutation of Va:sesika categories. He was succeeded 
by @ series of commentators whose sole ambition seems to 
have been to make the Diuhiti as unintelligible and terrible 
to the student as possible. Aaghundtna’s immediate succes- 
“sors were Mathurdnatha, Hariiima Tarkalamkara and 
Jagadisa, who were followed by their respectlve pupils, 
fiaghudeva and Gadadhara. Gaaddhara may “be called the 
prince of Indian schoolmen, and in him the modern Nydaya 
“dialectics reached its climax. He was sucha thorough-going 
Naiyayika that when asked to think of the prime cause of 
the universe on his death-bed, instead of contemplating God he 
is said to have repeated the words पीलवः पीलवः पीलवः ; ( atoms 
-atoms, atoms ) ! His sixty-four treatises or Vadas as they 
- 876 081166 07 88 many topics noticed in Tattva-Cint@mani 
orm 8 continuous commentary on S:romani’s Dicdhtt 
and Jayadeva's Aloka; but several of them are not 





1 Bhimaecarya : Nyaya-Kosa, Intro. p. 6. 
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yet available. Gadddhara having come about two 

generations after Raghundiha must be assigned to the end 

of the 16th or the beginning of the 17th century. He was 

thus nearly contemporaneous with Lord Bacon whose. 
denunciations of scholasticism may be most appositely 

illustrated by extracts from Gadddhara’s writings. Akbar’s 

was 81) augustan age in India, and scholars like Gadidhara 
found a congenial atmosphere in the peaceful times of the: 
great and enlightened Mogul ; but Akbar’s death put an end 

to all dreams of a revival of letters. The wars and anarchy 

of the next two centuries afforded little scope for the culti- 

vation of philosophy, and we accordingly find that even 

scholastic Nydya could not flourish after Gadadhara. 


The generation next after Gadadhara is represented by 
two writers standing on a somewhat lower level but equally 
famous. These were Sarikara Misra, the author of Upaskara, 
a commentary on Kandda’s Sitras, and Visranatha who- 
wrote Siddhdnita-Muktavali and Gotama-Sitra- Vriti which 
is a commentary’ on Gofama’s aphorisms. Samkara Misra 
was & pupil of Raghudeva, the fellow student of Gadadhara. 
There is some doubt as to the date of Viseana@tha, but he- 
most probably belonged to this age.' 


It is remarkable that the Sutras of both Konada and 
Gotama should have attracted the attention of commentators: 
at about the same time. Satvkara-Misra and Visvanatha 
who respectively commented upon the works of Kanada and 
Gotama greatly resembled each other and were probably 
contemporaries. A kind of reaction against the excesses of 
Gadadhare seemsto have led these writers to seek {:€ fresher 
fountains of the Sutras. Anvther sign of this reaction was. 
the production of manuals adapted tothe understanding of 
the beginners and explaining the latest ideas in the simplest. 
language. The Bhasd-Pariccheda, the TarkaSamgraha 





1 Rudrabhatta, brother of Vigvanatha, wrote 3 commentary on Raghu- 

natha’s Didhiti, called Raudri. MSS. of two of Rudrabbaita’s works 

are mentioned by Aufrecht ( Catalogus Catalcgorum ) ६: «ated 1640. 
and 1657 respectively. 
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sand the Tarkadmrta are instances of this class of books, 
which must have come as a relief to those students of Nyaya 
who were hitherto lost in the mazes of Pavica-Laksana 
-and Dasa-Laksani. In course of time these manuals too 
were overloaded with commentaries, but fortunately the 
commentaries on them, except perhaps two, never became 
as popular as the originals. The two exceptions are Visva- — 
-natha's Siddhanta-Muktavali and Annambhatta'’s Tarka- 
DipikG which being written by the authors of the — 
original works are more like larger editions of those 
-texis than mere explanatory glosses. These manuals proved 
yery handy and useful to students, but they also marked the 
lowest watermark of the Nydya and Vaisesika systems. 
Henceforward all originality was dead and the writers chiefly 
-aimed at explaining the ideas of their predecessors instead of 
-expounding their own. The /paidhyayas were now succeeded 
by writers whose high-sounding names were in strange con- 
“trast with the worth of their productions. Krodas or 
annotations became plentiful, but original thinking was 
~dead and gone completely. Even these are now rare, and 
the once famous class of NaiyGyikas is in danger of being 
-extinet for ever. 

The preceding resume of the Nydyu and Vaisesika lit- 
erature brings out, it is hoped, at least the one fact that 
‘that literature is as capable cf a historical treatment as any 
other class of writings. It is the story of a gradual devel 
‘ment of two philosophical systems which, springing out of 


a few elementary notions, attained their present proportions — 


‘after many vicissitudes and in the course of several centuries. 
‘There must have been during thistime considerable additions 
and alterations in the fundamental doctrines as conceived by 
the founders of the systems. The original nucleus was com- 
paratively small, but the accretions and out-growths seem to 
have assumed in time quite large proportions. What an व 
amount of earnest thought and labour must have been devot- _ 
edto this work ofelaborating complete systems out of a ` 
few primary principles ! It was a process of evolution brou cht 7 
about partly by the natural law of growth and partly by 
the mutual action and reaction of the several systems of In- 
‘dian philosophy. In the beginning the chief rivals of the 
Nyaya and Vatsesika systems were the Samkhyas, whose ` 





theory of the anti-production reality of effects was 01: met- 
svically opposed to the Naiydyika doctrine of non-ex’ tent 
effect. Later they encounter the more formidable criti ; of 
the Mimamsa and Vedanta schools who differed from the 1 in 
-50 many particulars that a severe conflict between the r vals 
was inevitable. The Mimamsakas atfirmed the etern ,; of 
-gound, while the Naiya@kas denied it. Thefirstenum ted 
six proofs, the Naiyadyikas four, and the Vastsesikus only 
“two. The Naiyayika assumed a perscnal Creator, the ४ an- 
‘tins an impersonal Brahman, while the Mimamsakas  uld 
-recognize nothing but the eternal Vedas. Againthe v |in- 
tins derived all creation from one universal spir' the 
Naiyayikas from hard minute atoms. The former wereid sts 
par excellence, the latter out and out realists. 1068 0५५ aes 
ofthe former always tended towards mysticismandid sm, 
~those of the latter towards materialism and disbe' It 
was natural that systems so widely divergent should me 
_into conflict with each other. The long-continued co er- 
sies between these rivals systematically influenced th ats 
_of all ofthem. While the Vedantins incorporated muc she 


logic of the NaiyGyikas into their works, the latter | 10 
_disdain to borrow many of the theological views of ६। गा 
er. It would be absurd therefore to expect that any ese 
systems as propounded in modern works would agre all 
respects with the views of the ancient authors The it~ 
kas themselves recognize this fact by contrasting + ver 
necessary the views of the moderns with those of the rts. 
It is also noteworthy that there is no sharp line div the 
-ancient and the modern schools of Naiydyikas. 58 les 
the terms are applied to the Vatsesikas and NV tas 
‘respectively ; sometimes to older authors like VY . ma 
_and Prusastapida, as opposed to the later ones of t ud- 
dea school; and occasionally even in that sch the 
_author of Didhiti as dissenting from Gangesa. As a ice 
of the last, the student may compare the two defi of 
करण, one insisting upon the qualification उ्यापारव the = 





other making proximity to the effect the sole test , sa- 
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tion.' The line dividing the ancients and the moderns has: 
thus continuously moved forward and forward, thereby show- 
ing that the Naiyayikas themselves acknowledged a progres-: 
sive development of their philosophy. It ought to be an in- 
teresting study to mark the successive stages of this develop- 
ment, and discover the causes that may have led to 
them. The time may come when a deeper knowledge- 
of the Nydya and Vaisesika literature will enable us to 
solve this probrem. 


The foregoing observations have been mostly based on 
material obtainable from the literature of the Nyaya and 
Vaisesika systems themselves; but works belonging to 
other philosophical systems as well 88 the vast literary trea- 
sures produced in ancient and medizval India will, if proper- 
ly examined, yield still more important data for a history of 
Indian philosophy. A comparison of Greek logic with the 
logic of the Nyaya must also be very instructive. Such a 
comparison will not only show how similar ideas and modes 
of thought occurred almost simultaneously and in the same 
historical order to thinkers in two such distant countries as 
India and Greece, but it may also throw new light on some 
of the dark chapters in the history of Indian Logic. Space 
will not, however, permit me to enter into these interesting 
inquiries at present; and I must content myself with noting 
only one important fact which cannot be decently passed 
over in such asketch asthis. I, of course, refer to the strik- 
ing resemblance which the syllogistic method of the Nyaya- 
bears to the Pre-Aristotelian dialectics in Greece. Zeno the- 
Eleatic was the founder of this latter, and Zeno must have 
been a contemporary of (‘olama, or of at least some of his 
immediate predecessors.” Zeno’s work, which is divided 
into three parts - upon consequences, upon the interrogatory 
method of disputation, and upon sophistical problems respec-. 
tively- has many points of similarity with that of Gotama, 
while the interrogatory method, cultivated by Zeno’s fol- 

1 For a discussion of these two views, see Notes on Sec. 37, pp. 186- 
90, infra. 
2 Whateley ; Elements of Logic, p. 3. 
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lowers, the sophists, and brought to perfection in Plato’s 
Dialogues, was almost identical with the syllogistic process 
of the Naiyayikas. The essence of this method consisted in. 
driving an opponent to a point where he was either totally 
silenced or the absurdity of his position became self-evident 
So far as the Naiyayikas were concerned this was not an ac- 
cidental feature, for they have laid down a special 
rule that no premise in ॐ syllogism can proceed 
without having a previous ets! or doubt, presumably 
started by an opponent in the controversy. Take 
the stock-example, “ Mountain is fiery.’ ““Why?” “ Be- 
cause it has smoke.” “What then?” “Wherever there is smoke, 
etc.,” and so on, every premise being a reply to some previous 
question, assumed until the imaginary querist has no more 
questions to ask. This is exactly the way Socrates used to 
argue with his real interrogators, or Euclid proved his theo- 
rems of geometry. Obviously this method is better suited for 
controversy than for purely didactic reasoning ; and conse- 
quently we find that Indian thinkers who came after the 
Naiydyikas such as the Bauddhas and the Vedantins modified 
it to a considerable extent just as Aristotle did in Greece.’ The 
tripartite syllogism of Aristotle was nothing more than 8 re- 
adjustment of the ancient dialectical syllogism, although Aris- 
totle himself made too much of it and expected from it results 
which it was incapable of producing. Similarly those who 
claim superiority for the Arietotelian over the five-membered 
syllogism of the Naiydyikas forget that both are mere 
instruments of mechanical aids for thinking, and as such 
cannot by themselves furnish an absolute guarantee for truth. 
h have their preculiar merits as well as drawbacks, and 
consequently both must be judged from their proper Pesce 
points. Aristotle distinguished between the dialectic and 
the apodictic, i.e. the old and the new or his own syllogism, 
by asserting that the former proceeded from mere belief Fa 
an assumed hypothesis while the latter was based on scientific 











| ३. Colebrooke thinks that the three-membered syllogism of the later 
Vedanta was borrowed from the Greeks, but this 18 mere guess. See 
Miscellaneous Essays, Vol. I., P. 356. 
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truth. There is much force in this distinction, and if may 
to some extent apply to the five-membered syllogism also. 
But Aristotle’s criticisms can no Jonger be accepted without 
reservation even with respect to doctrines intimately known 
to him. Much less can he be accepted as a safe guide in 
adjudging the merits of Indian logic. 


It will not be proper to conclude this introductory sketch 
without noticing one more objection that is often advanced 
against the Nydya-Vaisesika systems, namely that their 
heterogeneous character detracts considerably from their va 
lue as systemsof pure logic, Indianlogicians, say these object- 
ors, have by their frequent digressions on metaphysical and 
other topics, such as the categories, the sources of knowledge 
and the theory of atoms, been led into treating the strictly logi- 
cal questions either perfunctorily or in a wrong manner al- 
together. On a closer consideration, however,this heterogeneity 
of the Nyaya and Vaisesika systems will be found to have been 
inevitable. The narrow conception of logic as being only 
a theory and art of proof and nothing more is no longer 
tenable. Modern investigations, such as those of Kant, 
Ueberweg and others, stow that the purely logical questions 
are inseparably connected with others comprehended in the 
wider province of metaphysics. The best answer to the 
above objection can therefore be given in the words of an 
eminent modern writer :-- | 


“ Start as we ताश, `` says Prof. Adamson, “in popular 
current distinctions, no sooner do logical problems present 
themselves than it becomes apparent that, for adequate 
treatment of them, reference to the principles of ultimate 
hilosophy is requisite; and logic, as the systematic handling 
of such problems, ceases to -be an independent discipline 
snd becomes a subordinate special branch of = general 
philosophy. ’? | 

And again the same writer remarks :-— 


“Any criticism of a general conception of logic or 
special application thereof which does not rest upon criticism 





` 1. Prof. Adamsonin his Art, Logic in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th 
ed, Vol, XIV p, 781 = 
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of the theory of knowledge implied in it must be inept and 
useless. It will also have become apparent that a general 
elassification of logical schools as opposed to the reference 
of these to ultimate distinctions of philosophical theory is 
impossible.” 


The Naiyayikas seem to have arrived atthe same conclu- 
sion at an early period, and faced “it boldly by embodying 
their views on all cognate and interdependent questions 19 8 
fairly consistent system. Gofama and Kanada were not 
therefore such fools in mixing logical and metaphysical topics 
in their works as some of their modern critics would believe 
+them tobe. Logic is no longer regarded as 8 theory of 
proof only; it is a theory of knowledge in general, and as 
such treats of many ;phychological and metaphysical topics 
which do not fall within the domain of the narrower science. 
‘Looked at from this standpoiut Gotama'’s conception of his 
subject will be found to be remarkably accurate and just. 
‘Let us first understand him; and there will be then time 
enough to pick holes in his monumental work.” 


‘1. See Encyclopaedia Britanica, 9th ed. Vol. XIV, ए. 799. 

2. Max Miller in noticing my Brief “Survey of Indian logic remarks 
at ए. 476 of his Six Systems of Indian Philosophy “ But unforta~ | 
nately that period in the historical development of the Ny3ya whieh is 
of the greatest interest to ourselves, namely that which preceded the 
© omposition of the Nydya-Sutras, had by bim (1. ९. myself) also to be _ 
left a blank, for the simple reason that nothing is known of Nyaya 
before Gotama.” It should be remembered, however, that Nyaya was 
recognised as a separate system only after Gotama and that [व 
traces before him must be sought in the general philosophical 
literature such as the Upanisads- 








Annambhatta and his works. 


Annambhatia, the author of the Tarka-Samgraha and the- 
Dipika, shares the fate of many Sanskrit writers of being 
Known only in his works. The name itself looks anomalous, 
and is either a contraction of Ananta Bhatia or 8 sanskritized 
form of the Canarese name Anna Bhatia. Little do we 
know about him, and that little mostly consists of traditions. 
which cannot be accepted as true without the strongest 
corroboration. Mr. R. ए. Godbole, in his ‘ Dictionary of 
Modern History of India”, gives a detailed account of our 
author without however mentioning the source of his. 
information. According to him, Annambhatta was a Tailang 
Brahman by birth and resided in a village named Garikapdda,. 
formerly in the possession of Nizam Ali. He lived in the. 
15th century at the time of the Chalukyas, studied Nyaya 
at Kaundinyapura or Kondu Vidu for 12 years and became 
a famous Naiydyika. He established a College for teaching 
Nyaya in his native town where he instructed his pupils in. 
a graduated series of Nyaya works consisti ng of Tarka-Sam- 
graha, Tarka-Dipika, Siddhinta-Muktavali and Gadadhari. 
He had many children none of whom survived him, and is- 
said to have travelled out of his village only once in his life- 
when he visited the shrine of Mallikarjuna at the advanced 
age of 55. From this it would appear that Annambhatta was. 
posterior to both Gada@dhara and Visvanatha, which is very 
probable; but then he could not have lived in the 15th century 
as stated by Mr. Godbole. It has been shown elsewhere,” 
that Gadédhara must have flourished in the latter part 
of the 16th century and Visvanatha one generation later. 
Obviously Annambhatta who taught the works of these 
writers could not have lived before the beginning of the 17th 











1. F. B. Godbole: भरतखंडाचां Cae कोष ए. 10, 
2. See Introduction p, LIII Supra: 
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-eentury. Another of Mr. Godbole’s statements, viz. that 
Annambhatta travelled only once in his life, is contradicted 
“by a tradition embodied in a well-known couplet that has 
passed into a proverb, काञ्ञीगमनमात्रेण नान्नंभदायते द्विजः mean- 
ing that a man does not become a great scholar like Amnam- 
Dbhatta simply by going to Benares, If the verse refers to the 
-author of the Tarka-Sumgraha, he must have visited and 
-studied at Benares. The proverb would also show that he 
‘became famous for his learning at a very early period, a 
conclusion which is strengthened by the fact that his works 
‘became very popular and have been in use as elementary 
+ext-books in all parts of India. No reliance can‘therefore be 
placed on Mr. Godbole’s account, and in the absence of any 
other authentic source of information we are left to such 
meagre data as are supplied by the writings of Annambhatta 
himself. 


Apart from such vague traditions, we can unhesitatingly 
-say that Annambhatia is comparatively a modern writer. 
He belonged to the class of manual writers, who mostly 
flourished after the 16th century and whose chief aim was 
to simplify the Nyaya and Va:sesika systems by pruning all 
superfluous technicalities out of them, and bringing them 
within the comprehension of beginners. The ferminus ad quo of 
-our author may for the present be fixed-at about 1600 A. D., 
‘the time when Gaddadhara flourished. Annambhatia rarely 
refers to any previous writer or work that might enable us 
to fix his age accurately. He however notes the controver- 
‘sy about उ्यापारब्रत्‌ करण, first started by Aaghunatha, the 
author of Didhiti' ; while in another passage of the Dipika, 
he seems to quote directly from the Didhit?, for the 
sentence प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकारोप्य etc., which occurs at the bot- 
“tom of p. 62 infra and which is misread in many Mss. of 
Dipika, appears to have been taken from a corresponding 
passage in the Didhiti® It has been shown elsewhere that 
Raghunitha Siromani, the author of Didhiti, lived in the first 
quarter of the 16th century? The Didhiti must have 
been written about 1520 A. D. and Annambhatla neces- 








1 Page LITI supra 
2 See Note 5 under Sect 80 p, 371, infra. 
3 See Introduciion ए. LII supra. 
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sarily came after it. Gadaidhara came two generations after 
Raghunatha swith whose. grand pupil fRaghudeva he 
was contemporary. Gadadhara therefore lived about 
the end of the 16th century, either in Mithil@ or 
Nuddea ; andif it be true that Annambhatia taught his 
works in his own college in the far-off town of Kaundinya- 
pura,some time must have elapsed between Gadadhara ~ 
and Annambhatta to allow the fame of the former’s works 
to reach the Southernmost province of India. The story 
of Annambhaita teaching Gadddhara’s work in his College 
derives support from another tradition, according to which 
the Tarka-—Dipika was specially composed for the use or 
those who could not understand Gadddiara’s larger work — 
and came to be called वालगदाधरी on account of its being — 
an epitome of the erudite commentary of the great school-- 


man. Jt may" be therefore fairly presumed that Amnam- | 


bhatiz lived some time after Gadcdadhara 7. €. after 1600 
A.D. If Visvanatha, the author of the Siddkanta—Muktavalt 
also preceded him, this ferminuws will have to be shifted 
still further. Visvanatha and his brother Rudrabhatia, who- 
wrote a commentary on the Didhifi, lived most probably in 
the first quarter of the 17th century,’ and Annambhatta 
could not have lived earlier. | 


The ferminus ad quod of our author may be fixed at 
1700 A. D, The Tarka-Samgraha must have become a stan- 
dard work, and a difficult one also in the latter part of the 
18th century, since Srikrsna Dhirjati wrote his com- 
mentary called Siddhkanta-Candrodaya about that time 0 
the instruction of Adjasiziha, son of King Gajasitnha, who 
flourished in 1774 A.D. The Tarka-Candrika by Vaidya- 
natha Gudgil seems to be an earlier commentary on the 

ka-Satmgraha, for a Ms. of it in the Deccan College: 
Library gives, as the date of its composition, Sake 1644 
?.¢.1722 A. D. This Vaidyanatha is probably identical = 
with Tatsat Vaidyanatha, the pupil of Nagesa and the- 
author of a commentary on his Udyota. Nagesa Bhatta is | 
know to have been invited to a grand sacrifice in 1714 by ` 
Savai Jayasimha, and his pupil Vaidyanatha may therefore | 


See 17 Se = + = = = = — मि स ee 
1 See Introduction 2. 1.11. supra. | 
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have written his commentaries in the next decade. Ob-, 
viously Annambhaita must have lived before this time. The 
evidence of Mss. of the Turka-Satngraha is conclusive on 
the point. Stein mentions a Ms. of T..S. dated 1740 A. D. 
and another of T. D. dated 1739 A. D.' The oldest known 
Ms. however of these two works is the one now in the 
possession of Dr. Jacobi of Bonn and marked J in the 
present edition. It is dated Sake 16347. ९. 1712 A. D. As 
this Ms. contains severnl corrections and marginal addi- 
tions, it will not be wrong to assume that the two works 
were written several years before they were copied. Hence 
we can safely place Annambhita before the beginning of 
the 18th century. The period from A. D. 1625 to A. D. 
1700 is neither too long nor too short to cover one life- 
time, and if we can place Annambhatta between these two 
ternini the result ought to be regarded as pretty satisfac- 
tory under the present circumstances. Besides, if Mr. 
Godbole’s statement that Annambhatta visited Mallikarjuna 
temple at the age of 50 has any foundation, he must have 
lived upto an advanced age and may, for aught we know, 
have covered the whole of the period above indicated. 


All attempts to push Annambhatta’s date before the 
first quarter of the 17th century must therefore fail. The 
colophon of a Ms. of T. 8. mentioned by Weber” is said to 
give the date 1425 A. D which if true would conclusively © 
prove him to have lived at least two centuries before the 
time we have assigned to him. But this is not possible: 
The verse runs thus :—— 


c= a 
aig: | 


au 
Here the expression चन्द्रना गान्धिचन्द्रकः 





तपोमास्यासिते SM चन्द्रनागाच्ध 
बाराणस्यां मिते वै स्वाथामिन्दुलिटेख 








गास्धिचन्द्रकैः has been incor- 
rectly taken to mean Savnvat 1481 or 1425 A.D. aft ought 
to be taken for 7 and not 4, and then the date becomes 1725 
A.D. making the Ms. 12 years later than thst of Dr- 


1 Stein:—Catalogue of Sk. Mss, at Jammu, 
9 Weber's Berlin Catalogue, No 683, p. 203. 
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Jacobi. Whatever uncertainty may still remain: on the 
point, one thing is unquestionable that Annambhatta could 
have by no means been anterior to Raghunatha whose date 
is now tolerably settled.’ It has also been suggested that 
the Tribhuvana-Tilaka of Kanchi mentioned in T. D2 may 
be some king contemporary with our author ; but this is 
also not possible, for no king of that name is to be found 
in the genealogies of Kanchi after the 12th century, Even 
if the Tribhuvana-Tilaka be a real personage he must have 
lived before the 10th century, for the illustration in व" D. 
is literally copied from Sridhara’s Nyaya-Kandali which 
was written in 991 A. D.? No inference can therefore be 
drawn from the mention of Tribhuvana-Tilaka as to the 
date of our author. 


_Annambhatta was the son of Tirumala, who is styled 
Aciirya and whose name is preceded by the honorific title 
of agalaararg in the colophons of several] त our author’s 
works. The colophon,t which by-the-bye has been most 
useful in proving the identity of the several Annambhattas, 
is found only in Dr Jacobi’s copy of Tarka-Dipika ( mark- 
ed J). It however occurs at the end of two other works 
of Annambhatta, namel y Mitaksara, whichis a comm entary 
on the Brahma-Siitras of Badarayana, and the fragment of 
4 grammatical work named Vivaranodyotana or Bhasya-pra-- 
dipodyotana consisting of annotations on Kaiyyata’s 
celebrated Sloss on FPatafjals’s Mahabhasya. Tirumala, | 
father of Annambhatta, appears to have been a Revedi Smarta 
Brahmana, learned in the Vedanta philosophy &nd descend- 
ed from a great man named Raghava who nerformed a Soma 
sacrifice. It is not known whether Tirumaia wrote any 
works, but several authors of that name are mentioned by 
Aufrecht. Annambhatta appears to have been an all-round 
scholar, for he has left works on at least four-sciences, 
namely Nyaya, Vedanta, Vyakarana and Pirva-Mimamsa 
Besides the Tarka-Samgraha and the Tarka-Dipika, Aufrecht 
1 See Introduction p. LIII supra. 

2 See p. 50 infra, 
ॐ See Introduction ?. ALV supra; P. B, Ben. ed. p. 6. 

4 See p. 67 infra | 
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mentions the following works as having been composed by 
Avnambhatta :—' 1 Mitaksara, 2  Tattva-Bodhini-Tika, 3 
Nyaya-Parisista-Prakasa and 4 Subodhini-Sudhasara, 
otherwise called Ravakojjivini. Of these the first 18 8 short 
commentary on /adarayana’s Brahma-Sitras and is un- 
doubtedly written by the author of the Tarka-Sa‘ngraha, 
-since it has the same colophon*® as is found in our Ms. of 
the Dipik@ marked J. As to the other three nothing can 
be said with certainty as I have not been able to procure 
-any copy of them. The second appears to be a commentary 
on some work named TYativa-Bodhini, and Aufrecht marks 
it as 8 Nyaya work, apparently on the authority of Oppert.* 
Aufrecht does not however mention any Nydya work of the 
mame Tattva-Bodhini, and possibly both he and Oppert were 
‘misled. We know only three works bearing the name 
Tattva-Bodhini, namely, 8 commentary on Satnksepa-Sari- 
raka by Nrsimha, a Tantric work by Krsnananda, and 
thirdly a commentary on Bhattoj.'’s Siddhanta-Kaumudi. So 
Annambhatia’s Tika may be a commentary on either the first 


or thelast. Or it is also possible that a Ms. of Annam- 
-bhatia’s Vivaranodyotana, presently to be mentioned, has 


been mistaken by Oppert for an independent work of this 
name. The third work, Nyaya-Farisista-Prakasa, is said 
to be a commentary on Udayandciirya’s Nyaya-Parisista 
and may possibly be Annambhatta’s Maynum Opus on the 
Nyaya system. The fourth issaid to be a commentary on 
Ranaka or Nyaya-Sudna of Somegvura which in its turn 
is a commentary on the Tantra-Vartika of Kumarila. Besides 
these, Aufrecht and Hall mention two other works on 
grammar called Katydyana-Pratisakhya-Vyakhyana and 
Maha- Bhasya-Vivaranodyotana written by an author named 
Annambhatta.* The author of the first of these was a pupil. 





1 Aufrecht ; Catalogus Catalogorum. 
2 This colophon ig repeated at the end of each chapter in a Ms. of 


«the work which I had seen 


3 Aufrecht - Catalogus Catalogorum p. 20. 
4 Hall:Bibliographical Index of Indian Philosophical systems pp.68,69 
I 
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of Sumangala and may or may not be the same as the som. 
of Tirumaia. But the second work Vivaranodyotana 
also called Bhasyapradipodyctana which consists ग 

notes on Kaiyata’s commentary on Patafjali’s Maha- 

bhasya can now be safely ascribed to the author of the 
Larka-Digika, Two Mss. of 8 fragment of this Udyotana are 

mentioned in Hultzsch’s recent Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss. 

in Southern India ( Vol. I. 2. 66 ), the colophon at the end 

of which tallies exactly with that found at the end of the 

Dipika and the Mitaksar@. Hall’s later opinion therefore- 
that this Udyctana was written by some other Annambhatta 

cannot be accepted. Candrasekhara Sastri of Madras 
mentions two other works of Annambhatta: Ta'tva-Cinta- 
manyaloka-Siddhafijana and a Brahmasitra-Vrtti: while he- 
calls MitaksarGa gloss on Panini’s Sitras according to Kasika. 

Annambhatia thus appears to have been a versatile writer, 
since he has written at least three works on Nyaya, one 
on Pirva-Mimamsa, one or two on Vedanta, and two if not- 
three on grammar. Annambhatia is also said to have had 

an elder brother Ramakrsnabhatta who wrote Sidahanta- 
Ratna, a commentary on Bhattoji's Siddhinta-Kaumuai. 


` Of all the works of Annambhatta, only the Tarka-Sam- 
graha and the Dipika appear to have attained any wide cele-- 
brity. They are the most popular works of their kind, and 
they have been for several generations used as text-books 
for beginners. The Tarka-Satngraha is a model work, because- 
it combines in a remarkable degree the three essential 
qualities of a good manual, namely, brevity, accuracy and 
lucidity. It was intended to supply an easy compendium of 
the main principles of Nyaya and Vaisesika systems, and 
the author has done his work admirably. Of course the work 
is not entirely free from faults. Some of its passages are 
marred by ambiguities of language or confusion of thought 
such as make them almost unintelligible without the aid of 
a teacher or a commentary : and even. PJsitive errors have- 
Crept in in one or two places. These occasional lapses were: 
however inevitable, because they are mostly due to the author’s. 
anxiety to avoid all subtleties and controversial topics that 
may be beyond the comprehension of beginners. The attemp*- 
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to frame broad and accurate definitions without descending 
into the niceties of scholastic Nyaya was 8 difficult one, and: 
it is highly creditable to our author that he has succeeded 
even so well. Passages like those referring to करण, पराम, 
सोपाधिक, and त्क, as well as several others in the Dipika only 
prove that evena clear-headed writer like Annambhatta could 
not avoid some of the pitfalls that are 80 plentiful in the 
path of a student of Nyaya. 


The most glaring fault of the Tarka-Samigraha, however, is. 
that it errs too much on the side of brevity; and the defect 
is sought to be cured by supplying some of the deficiencies- 
in the Dipika. In fact, the Dipika is more like a revised 
and enlarged edition of the original than ॐ mere commentary 
upon it. It appears to have been written some time after the 
Samgraha, for in several places the author introduces 
additions and corrections in the commentary, which are 
obviously latar thoughts but which could not be conveniently 
inserted in the text after its circulation. The clause अनन्यथा- 
सिद्धत्वे aia’ which is proposed to be added to the definition 
of कारण is one instance out of many showing how serious- 
omissions in the text are supplied in the commentary. The way 
in which some of the new topics are introduced in the Dipika 
also shows that they were most probably suggested when 
the author was actually teaching his primer. It is not there- 
fore unreasonable to suppose that the Dipika came to be 
written when the author saw by experience the necessity of 
elucidating the many obscurities that remained in the Sa7- 
graha. The practice of writing 8 commentary on one’s own 
work was not uncommon among Nyaya writers. In medieval 
times Dinnaga and Dharmakirte had written commentaries: 
on their own works. 5 imilarly Varadaraja the author of 
Tarkika-Raksa wrote its commentary the Vyakhya, and 
Visvanitha, the author of Bhasd-Pariccheda and 
Siddhanta-Muktavali imitated him. Annambhatia seems to- 
have taken Visvandtha’s works as his models. 


Although Annambhatta rarely quotes OF refers to any 
previous writer, there can be no doubt that he was aware of 


ae ~ 


1 See T. 7. p. 26 infra. 
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the latest views on the many controversial points, Hé does 
mot slavishly follow any particular master, nor does he 
confine himself wholly toany of the ancient or modern schools 
Of Naiyiyikas. He chooses his doctrines from all writers 
with the sole view of constructing a fairly consistent and 
intelligible system. As the Sa*zgraha and the Dipika are 
professedly mixtures of both the Nydya and the Vaisesika 
systems, the author borrows from writers of both schools - 
‘but unlike others who have adopted the same plan, he 
generally adheres to Gotama’s views with respect to matters 
~coming under logic proper, 7. 2. in the sections treating of 
Buddhi and its subdivisions, but follows K andda inthe rest 
-of the book. In cases of conflict between the ancient and 
modern Nazydayikas he mostly prefers the ancient view as 
being the simpler or more striking, and generally adopts the 
~older definitions as far as possible. He has greater sym pathy 
with the older Acaryas than with the modern ever-innovating 
writers of the Nuddea school. But although a conservative 
in this sense he generally keeps an impartial attitude and 
“Steers clear of all disputes without identifying himself with | 
any particular side. It is this characteristic which distin- 
guishes his works from other manuals,and which makes them 
-8s primers for beginners preferable even to the otherwise 
“superior treatises of Vesvanatha. 


Instances of specific borrowing are too numerousto mention. 
Many of his definitions of categories and their subdivisions 
-he has copied literally from the scholium of Prasastapada, 
€ 9., those of द्रव्य, रूप, रस, गन्ध, स्पर्श, संख्या, पारिमार्ण, sre, and 
several others. Sometimes he adopts the emendation 
“suggested by Sridhara, and sometimes he rejects Prasasta- 
_pada's definition in toto in favour of a modern. one, e. g. 
in the case of sat and af. Occasionally he borrows even 

Prasastapada, €. g. the passage begin- 
6 Infra. He also appears 
‘to have borrowed largely from the writings of Siidhura, 
Udayana and Sivaditya, as well as the principal writers of 
‘the Nuddea school, Gangesa, Raghunitha and Gadadhara 
‘Outside the circle of Nyaya writers, Annambhatia has the. 
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greatest sympathy with the Vedanta school. He often quotes 
the views of the. Mimazusakas, and even. inserts a short 
disquisition on [तोप in the concluding portion of the Dipka, 


Besides the Tarka-Samyraha and the Dipika, the present 
edition includes another commentary on the Satngraha named 
Nyaiya-Bodhint by Govardhana. It does not possess any 
peculiar feature that requires special notice. It is on the- 
whole rather discursive, treating of some topics elaborately 
and omitting others altogether. Nothing is known about. 
the writer; but from his work he appears to have been well- 
versed in the subtleties of the later Nyaya. He is apparently 
different from the writer of a commentary on Kesavamisra's 
Tarka-bhasa. He makes valuable suggestions here and 
there, but his frequent indulgence in scholastic hair-splitting 
makes the work somewhat difficult for novices. The obscurity 
of the style and the want of a reliable Ms. are also great. 
drawbacks in the case of this commentary. It is included! 
in this edition for two reasons, first because it is taught to. 
advanced pupils in many parts of India, and secondly because. 
it will familiarize students with the controversial method’ 
and formule of the modern Naiyaytkas. 


The popularity of Annambhatta’s works can be best 
measured by the host of writers who have commented upon, 
them. The commentaries on the Samgraha are too numerous 
to notice here, but a list of them, complete as far as. our 
present knowjedge goes, is given in Appendix B. Only 
two of these need special mention, the Vakya-Vriti of Meru 
Sastri, and the Siddhanta-Candrodaya of Srikrsna Dhurjate 
The former is very short but always to the point, and usually 
gives the meaning of the author in 4 few pithy sentences. 
The writer was a celebrated Pundit of modein times, and 
his remarks in cases of doubt or ambiguity ar entitled to. 
great weight. The Siddhanta-Candredaya being perhaps 
too copious and exhaustive is useful to beginners but not 
always reliable. The best guide to the 07 ८7010 and the 
Dipika, however, is the Tarka-Dipika-Frakaia of Nilakantha, 
popularly known as Nilakaythi 
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_ Nilakantha appears to be a recent author. According to 
Pundit Mukunda Jha of Darbhanga he was a son of Rama- 
bhatta surnamed Pani of Kaundinya gotra and was born in 
Andhra country. In his later years he lived at Benares 
-and died in 1840. His son Laksmi-—Nrsituha who also lived 
-and died at Benares wrote 8 commentay, Bhaskarodaya on 


Nilakantha’s Prakasa. 





ABBREVIATIONS. 


IB. P—Bhasa-Pariccheda by -ViSvanatha Paficdnana, 
edited and translated by Dr. E. Roer ( Bibliotheca 
Indica ) 

“Brahm, Sut,—Zrahma-Sitras of BAadarayana with the 
scholium of Samkaracarya. 

Brih. Up | 0 
Brhadarunyak sad 

डित. Ar. Up.J ` aoe 

“Pin.— Dinekari or Siddhinta-Muktavali-Prakasa by Diva- 
kara Bhatta. 

G., S.— Gotama-Siitra or Gotama’s Aphorisms of Nyaya. 

_J. 9. B. र. A. S.—Journsl of the Bombay Branch of the 
Royal Asiatic Society. 

Jaimi, S.—Jaimini’s Sitras on Purva-mimamsa., 

Kath, OUp.— Kathopanisad 

‘Kus.— Kusum@njali of Udayanacarya edited and translated 
by E. B. Cowell. ( Calc. 1864. ) 

.N. B.—Nyaya-Bodhini by Govardhana, 

‘Nil or Nilakantha.—Tarka-Dipika-Prakasa by Nilakantha. 

Nydya-B.— Nyaya-Bindu edited by Dr. P. Peterson ( Bible. 

Ind.) 

-Nyaya-B. T.— Nyaya-Bindu-tika by Dharmottaracarya 
edited By Dr. P. Peterson. 

‘Nyaya-K.—Nyaya-Kosa by Bhimacarya 2nd ed, ( Bombay 
Sanskrit Series. ) 


P. B.—Prasastapada's Bhasya with Sridhara’s Nyaya- 
Kandali edited by VindhyeSvariprasad( Vizianagaram 


Series, Benares. ) 

Sankhya-T. Kk —Samkhya-Tattva-Kaumudi by Vacaspati- 
miéra edited by Taranath Tarka-Vacaspati (Cale.1871.) 

Sarv. D. S.—Sarva-Darsana Sam by Madhavacarya 
( Calc. ed. ) 

S, @.--Siddhanta- Cundrodaya, > commentary on 
Sarhgraha by Srikrsna Dhurjati. 
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S. M.—Siddhanta-Mukiavali by Visvanatha Paic&nans. 

S. P.--Sapta-Padarthi by Sivaditya. 

व्र. A.—Tarkamria by Jagadisa, 

T. B—Tarka-Bhasi by KeSava 1115178, edited by S. Me 
Paranjpe ( Poona, ) 

T. D.—Tarka-Dipika, 

व्र. K.-—-Tarka-Kaumudi by Laugaksi Bhaskara, edited by 

| M. N. Dvivedi ( Bombay Sanskrit Series. ) 

T. S.—Tarka-Samgraha. 

Vat.—Vatsyayana’s Commentary on Gotama-Sitra edited 
by Jibananda ( Cal. 1874. ) 

Ved. Par.-— Vedanta-Faribhasa, by Dharmarajadhvarindra 

+ ( Cal. ed. ) 

VES. --—Vaisesika-Sutra or Aphorisms of Vasesika philo- 
sophy by Kanada. 

V. S. Up—Vaisesiha-Sitropaskara by Samkara Miéra, 
edited by Jaya Narayana Tarka Paicanana(Cal. 1861). 

WV.. S Vritti.— Vaisesika-siitra-Vriti by Visvanatha Paiic- 

37878 ( Cal. ed. ) 
अ. V.--Vakya-Vriti, a commentary on Tarka-Samgraha by 
Meru Sastri ( Bombay 1873 ). 





तर्कदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च Ale 
(1 
निधाय हृदि विश्वेशं विधाय गुरुवन्दनम्‌ | 
बालानां सुखबोधाय क्रियते तकंसंग्रहः ॥ 
अथ तकंदीपिका 
Sarat साम्बमूर्तिं प्रणिपत्य गिरं गुरुम्‌ | 
टीकां रिरुहितां कर्वे तकसंम्रहदीपिकाम्‌ ॥ ्‌ 
कषितस्य अन्थस्य निर्वि्परिसमाघ्यथ दिष्टाचारानुमितश्रुतिबो 
धितककव्यताकमिष्टदेवतानमस्कारलक्षणं मङ्गल शेष्यशिक्षाथं निवधंश्चिकी- 
पितं अथादौ प्रतिजानीते -निधायेति | | 
ननु मङ्गलस्य समाधिसाधनतं नात्ति | age कृतेऽपि किरणा- 
वर्यादौ “समास्यदर्ीनात्‌ मङ्गखामविऽपि काद्वयीदौ समाधिदयीनाद- 
-वयन्यतिरकन्यमिचारादिति चेन्न । `करिरणावल्यादौ विक्षवाहल्यात्समा- 
प्यभावः | कादम्बयीदो तु अन्थाद्रदिरेव मङ्गलं Baad न व्यभिचारः ॥ 
ननु awe कर्तव्यत्वे किं प्रमाण ३ चेत्‌। न । दिष्टाचारानुमतः त 
ध 4 कादंबयदी ००० किरणावल्यादौ 
retaining the remaining sent- 
ence as above. (न reads canal eat 


ently मङ्गलाभावेऽपि किरणावल्या 


~ 


दौ समापिदर्लनात्‌ RESTA 


and 
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1 Nilgivesas v.l. गिरां रुं ond 
explains it fan निखिलवियानाखपदें विदयानाखपदे 
चारम्‌. ४ also reads भिरा | 

2 A and F read निर्विघ्नपरिसिमाप्त्य , 
but all other copies omit नि- 
fan: P has असमाति. 

3 M has बौ य्न्थादौ for करादम्ब- 

यादौ in this and the following | a footnote. 

instance. F and Q interchange cit, 





gives the other v- ८ in 
See Note 1०८, 








R anaae [ ssor. 1. ` 


रेव ्रमाणतवात्‌। तथादि-मङ्गरं वेदबोधितकर्तव्यताकं, अटेरकिकावि- 
गीतशिष्टाचाराविषयत्वात्‌ दशीदिवत्‌ | भोजनादौ उ्यभिचारवारणाया- 
SRSA | रा्िश्राद्धादौ व्यमिचारवारणायाविगीतेति | rer स्यष्टा- - 
अम्‌ | “aq कुर्यानिष्फरं कर्मः इति जकताडनदेरपि निषिद्धत्वादिति ॥ 
rage इति । aga feared इति तकौ द्रन्यादिसपत- 
पदारथास्तेषां are: संक्षेपेण स्वरूपकथनं क्रियत इत्यथः । कसम प्रयो 
जनायेत्यत आह-- सुखबोधायेति | सुखेनानायासेन बोधः पदाथे 
ज्ञानं तस्मा इत्यर्थः ॥ ननु बहुषु तकमन्थेषु सत्यु किमथमपूवेग्रन्ध 
क्रियत इत्यत आह-बाङानामिति । तेषामतिविस्तृतत्वाह्यरानां 
बोधो a waded: | अहणधारणपटुर्बाखः न तु स्तनन्धयः | किं 
wal क्रियत इत्यत आह-निधायेति | विश्वेशं जगन्नियन्तारं शिवं 
हृदि निधाय नितरां स्थापयित्वा सर्वदा तद्धयानपरो wes | 
गुरूणां विच्यागुरूणां वन्दनं नमस्कारं विधाय Baa: ॥ 
अथ न्यायबोधिनी 
अखिागमसचारि AHMET परं महः 
ध्यात्वा गोवधेनसुधीस्तनुते न्यायवोधिनीम्‌ ॥ 
त्रकीरषितस्य sera निर्विन्नपरिसिमाप्यथमिष्टेदेवतानमस्कारात्मवं 
axe रिष्यशिश्चाथं ग्रन्थादौ aaa निधायेति ॥ 
नम 
द्व्यगुणकर्मसामान्यविशेषसमवायाभावाः सप्त पदाथाः ॥ 
त, दी.-पदा्थान्विमजते--द्रव्येति। पदस्याथः पदाथ इति व्युल- 
त्याभिधेयत्वं पदाथसामान्यरुक्षणम्‌ ॥ नन्वत्र विमागादेव सप्तत सिद्धे 
Hee AIA चेत्‌ । न । अधिकसंख्याव्यवच्छेदाथेत्वात्‌ ॥ नन्वति- 


3 A F M and P add दभ्यते and 
also insert इति before it 

4 A F and P add न्युनं before अधिक 
unnecessarily; Y 2 read #2 


for सिद्धे; Q has कमथ ण 
व्यर्थम्‌. 

















1 Some Mss. add “ समािकामां 
मंगलमाचरेव ` इतिं aa: | but 
the addition is not warrant 
ed as the context refers to 
अलुमितश्चति only. | 


G reads पदार्थाः सत्तैव 








ee 
—— " 


अ; 3.) तकदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः 2 


रिक्तः पदार्थः प्रमितो न aT | नायः प्रमितस्य निषेधायोगात्‌ | नान्त्यः प्रति- 
योगिमरमिति विना निषेधानुपपत्तरिति चत्‌ । न । पदार्थत्वं द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यत- 
मलव्याप्यमिति व्यवच्छेदार्थत्वात्‌ ॥ `ननु सप्तान्यतमत्वं सप्तमिन्नभिन्नतव 
मिति वक्तव्यम्‌ । एव च सप्तमिन्नस्याप्रपिद्धतवात्सप्तान्यतमल्व कथमिति 
चेन्न द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यतमस्वं द्रव्यादिमेदसप्तकाभावकतत्वामर~ ० | 

एवमग्रेऽपि द्रष्टन्यम्‌ ॥ 
त्या, बो.--अथ पदा्थान्विभजते -- द्रव्येति ॥ तत्र सप्तग्रहणं पदा- 
रतव द्रव्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्वव्याप्यमिति व्याप्िखाभाय | ननु शक्तिपदाथ- 
स्याष्टमस्य सत्वात्कथं सप्तैवेति | तथाहि वदविसंय॒क्तन्धनादो सत्यपि मणि- 
sain दाह्य न जायते तच्छून्ये तु जन्यते । अतो मणिसमवधाने 
शक्तिर्मदयति | मण्यमावदायां दाहानुकरूा शक्तिरूत्ययत इति कल्प्यते | 
तस्माच्छक्तिरतिरिक्तपदा्थं इति चेन्न | मणेः प्रतिबन्धकत्वेन तदभावस्य 
दाहकारणसवेनेव निर्वाहे मणिसमवधानासमवधानाभ्यामनन्तक्त तद्वं- 
तत्त्यागभावकल्पनाया अन्याय्यत्वात्‌। तस्मात्सप्तैव TATA इति सिद्धम्‌ 
सि नवैव ॥ 


[2] 
तत्र द्रव्याणि परथिव्यत्रजोवाय्वाकाशकारादगात्मनन ^ © 

त, दी. द्रव्यं विभजते-- तत्रेति | तत्र दरव्यादिमध्ये द्रव्याणि 
नयेवेत्यन्वयः | कानि तार्नीत्यत यादि | Ad तमसो 
दशमद्रव्यस्य विचमानत्वात्कथं नवेव द्रव्याणि । तथाहि नीरं तमश्चङ्ती 
त्यबाधितमतीतिबलान्नीररूपाधारतया क्रियाधारतया च 3 
स्सिद्धम्‌ | तत्र तमसो AE 
वायौ स्पञ्ीभावात्सदागतिमत्वाभावाचं 





















१ ५ । [ 


` ताव- 




















1 Q. omits इति चक्तञ्यम and sub- 
stitutes तदर्थत्वात्‌ for इत्युक्तत्वात्‌ 
L omits the whole passage | म 

६० ag to उक्तत्वात्‌; Nile also | ¢erpolated from some other 
appears to have had doubts | commentary. J omits तथाहि 
about its authenticity. See ties 


Note loc. crt. } hoot (> =, । + equtarerd ) 
2 A and ए add after तथाहि 2 Verse | 3 A and J omit eqQrrataice 





—_ ~ 


qed; but it seems to be in- 





४ तके संय्यदः + [ शा. 3. 


दुष्णस्यशाभावाचच । नापि जके शीतस्पीमावान्नीररूपाश्रयत्वाञ्च | नापि 
प्रथिव्यां गन्धवत््वाभावात्स्पदीरहितत्वाच | तस्मात्तमो दशमद्रव्यमिति 
चेन्न | तमसस्तेजोऽभावरूपत्वात्‌। तथाहि-तमो हि न ` खूपवद्रव्यमारो- 
कासहकृतचक्च्ाह्यत्वादारोकामाववत्‌ । रूपिद्रव्यचाश्चुषप्रमायामाले- 
कस्य कारणत्वात्‌। तस्माल्मोदप्रकाशकतेजःसामान्याभावस्तमः | तत्र नीलं 
तमश्चरुतीति प्रत्ययो रमः | अतो नव द्रव्याणीति सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 

aA Ta वा द्रव्यसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ ॥ SS 
ावृत्तित्वमव्याप्तिः यथा गोः कपिकत्वम्‌ | अलक्ष्यवत्तित्वमतिव्यापि 
यथा गोः शङ्कित्वम्‌ | रश््यमात्राव्तनमसंभवः यथा गोरेकराफत्वम्‌ | 
एतदूषणत्रयरहितो धर्मो "रक्षणम्‌ | स एवासाधारणधर्म इत्यच्यते | 
सक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमनियतत्वमसाधारणत्वम्‌ । व्यावर्तकस्यैव लक्षणे 

न्यावृत्तावभिधयत्वादौ चातिव्यापिवारणाय aga धर्मैविशेषणं देयम्‌ | 
म्यवहारस्यापि लक्षणप्रयोजनते तु न देयम्‌ । व्यावृत्तेरपि व्यवहारसा- 
TAT ॥ ननु WIA न द्रव्यसामान्यलक्षणम्‌ | आबक्षणे उत्यन्न- 
विनष्टद्रव्ये चाव्याप्तिरिति चेन्न | गुणसमानाधिकरणसत्ताभिन्नजातिमत्वस्य 
विवक्षितत्वात्‌ ॥ नन्वेवमप्येकं रूपं रसालयथगिति व्यवहारादरूपादावति 
Aad चेन्न  एकाथंसमवायदेव तादृशव्यवहारोपपत्तौ गुणे गुणा- 
नङ्गीकरणात्‌ ॥ 

न्या, बो. द्रव्याणि विभजते- पृथिवीति | नन्दन्धकारस्य दश्चम- 
द्रव्यस्य सत्त्वात्कथं नवेवेति | तथाहि नीं तमश्चरुतीति प्रतीतिनीखरूया- 
श्रयत्वेन क्रियाश्रयतेन च द्रव्यत्वं सिद्धम्‌ | न च क्टपद्रव्यष्वन्तमावा 
SU TRA वाच्यम्‌ | आकाशादिपञ्चकस्य नीचख्पत्वाद्रायो- 
रपि नीरूपत्वान्न तेप्वन्तर्मावः | तमसो निर्गन्धत्वान् प्रथिव्यामन्तर्भावः | 


3 Nil. notices लश््यत्े as v. 7, for 
Say and “remarks that the 














1 AF and 0. read सापि for रूपवत्‌ 
2 AF and Q here insert यथा गो 
सासादिमच्वम्‌, while P and ए, 
have यथा गोः सालरादिमच्वे सति | 
दाङ्िन्वमः; but the words are | 
found in no other copy. | 











tWO readings are identical in 
Sense 











* 


807. 6. ] तकेदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च area: ५ 


जर्तेजसोः शीतोष्णस्पर्छवच्वान्न तयोरन्तभावः । ` तस्ात्तमसो दशम- 
द्रव्यत्वं सिद्धमिति चेन्न | तमसस्तेजोऽमावल्वेनेवोपपत्तावतिरिक्तद्रन्यकल्य- 
नायां मानाभावात्‌ | न च विनिगमनाविरहात्तज एवान्धकाराभावख- 
ead वाच्यम्‌ | तेजसोऽमावखरूपत्वे सर्वानुभूतोष्णस्परस्याश्रय- 
बाधाद्रव्यान्तरकल्पने गोरवात्‌ | 'तसादुष्णस्परशरूपगुणाश्रयतया तेजसो 
द्रव्यत्वं सिद्धम्‌। तमसि नीरुखूपप्रतीतिस्तु `आन्तिरेव दीपापसरणकरि- 
याया एव तत्र भानात्‌ ॥ 
[ ४) 


रूपरसगन्धस्परंसंख्यापरिमाणप्रथक्त्वसंयोगविभागपरत्वापरः 
त्वगुरुतवद्रवत्वसरेदशब्दबुद्धिसुखदुःखेच्छद्वेषप्रयतनधमोधमंसंस्का- 
राश्चतुर्विंरतिगुणाः I 

त, दी.-- गुणं विमजते- स्येति । द्रव्यकममित्ततवे सति सामा- 
न्यवान्गुणः | गुणत्वजातिमान्वा | ननु रघुतवम्रदुत्वकठिनत्वादीनां विच- 
मानत्वात्कथं चतुर्विरातिगुणा इति चेन्न र्धुत्वस्य गुरुत्वाभावरूपत्वात्‌ 
मृदुत्वकटिनत्वयोरवयवसंयोगविशेषरूपत्वात्‌ ॥ 

[५] 
्षपणावक्षेपणाङश्चनप्रसारणगमनानि पश्च कमाणि॥ 

त. दी.--कर्म॑विभजते- -उल्कषेपणेति । संयोगभिन्नत्वे सति 
संयोगासमवायिकारणं कर्म । कर्मत्वजातिमद्वा ॥ ननु अमणादेरप्यति- 
aa कर्मणः सत्त्वात्‌ "ञ्चेत्यनुपपन्नमिति चेन्न | भ्रमणादीनामपि गम- 
नेऽन्तमीवान्न पञ्चविधत्वविरोधः ॥ 

[£] 

परमपरं चेति द्विविधं सामान्यम्‌ II 


1 ए and W read सहांश्रयद्रव्यं घ्वतिञ्यापिरत उक्तं सामान्यवानिति 
but the passage is neither 


2 ए has नीलत्वादि and W adds 
TF कमवन्तापतातिराप noticed by Nil. nor found in any 

3 त here adds सामान्यवानित्युक्ते other copy 
द्रव्यकम्मणोरतिव्यापिरतस्तन्निरासाथ 


द्रव्यकमभिन्नत्वे सतीति । व्रत्य 
कर्मभिन्न इत्युच्यमाने साभान्यादि- ` 5 Some Mss, omit this sentence 








| 








| 4 A and ए add qq after वच्च, 





६ THATS: a [secr. 6. 
त. दी. सामान्यं विभजते- प्रमिति । परमधिकदेवृत्ति | 
परं Aaa | सामान्यादिचतुष्टये जाति्नासि ॥ 
mee [७] 
नित्यद्रव्यवृत्तयो विद्येषास्त्वनन्ता एव II 
त, दी. - विशेषं विभजते नित्येति । एथिव्यादिचसुष्टयस्य 
परमाणव आकाशादिपञ्चकं च नित्यद्रव्याणि | 
(८ | 
समवायस्त्वेक एव II 
तं. दी.- समवायस्य भेदो नास्तीत्याह 
| Sue ty 
अभावश्चतुविधः । प्रागभावः प्रध्वंसाभावोऽत्यन्ताभावोऽन्यो- 
वयामावधश्ति ॥ 
त, दौ. अभावं विभजते--अभावेति॥ 
[ १० | 
गन्धवती परथिवी | सा दिविधा नित्यानित्या az) wen 
परमाणुरूपा | अनित्या कायरूपा। 'धुनखिविधा शरीरेन्द्रियवि- । 
परयृभेदात्‌। शरीरमस्मदादीनाम्‌ | इन्द्रियं गन्धग्रा्कं प्राणं नासा- ` 
said | विषयो मृत्पाषाणादिः |) fl 





पमवायस्त्विति ॥ 





'मानुसाराद्यरथिव्या रक्षणमाह- गन्धव 

नयु शः | उद्देशक्रमे च सरवत्रच्छैव निया- 

मिका | ननु सुरभ्यसुरभ्यवयवारब्प द्रव्ये परस्परविरोधेन 

व्याप्तिः | न च तत्र गन्धप्रतीत्यनुपपत्तिरिति 

14 2 7 K 0 W and X add ] -3 ^ copies except A-B and F 
ag before गन्धवती; See note | omit सला before पुनः; see Note 


loc. cit. * | 10८ cit 
2 Aand Badd इति > च, - 














11.] तकेदीपिक्षया ज्यायबोधिन्या च alga: ७ 


प्रतीतिसंमवेन चित्रगन्धानङ्गीकारात्‌ ॥ किं चोदन्नविनष्टवरादावव्याि- 
रिति चेन्न गन्धसमानाधिकरणद्रव्यत्वापरजातिमच्वस्येव विवक्षितत्वात्‌ | 
ननु TSAR गन्धप्रतीतेरतिव्या्षिरिति चेन्न अन्वेयम्यतिरेकाभ्यां 
पथिवीगन्धस्थेव तत्र भानाङ्गीकारात्‌ । ननु तथापि कारस्य सवांधारतया 
सर्वेषां लक्षणानां काटेऽतिन्यािरिति AA सवे।धारतप्रयोजकसेवन्ध- 
भिन्नसंबन्धेन खक्षणस्याभिमतत्वात्‌ ॥ 

पृथिवीं विमजते--सा द्विविधेति | नित्यत्वं ध्वंसाप्रातियोगित्वम्‌ | 
ध्वेसप्रतियोगित्वमनित्यत्वम्‌ ॥ प्रकारान्तरेण विभजते--पुनारेति | 
आत्मनो भोगायतनं शरीरम | यदवच्छिन्नात्मनि भोगो जायते तद्धो- 
गायतनम्‌ | सुखटुःखान्यतरसाक्षात्तारो भोगः ॥ चब्देतरोद्धतेश- 
षगुणानाश्रयतवे सति ज्ञानकारणमनःसंयोगाश्रयत्वमिन्द्ियत्वम्‌ । ARI 
न्दरियभिन्नो विषयः | एवं च गन्धवच्छरीरं पाथिवशरीरम्‌ गन्धवदि- 
Ga पाथिवेद्धियम्‌ गन्धवायिषयः पार्थिवविषय इति Wea 
बोध्यम्‌ ॥ पाथिवराशरं दर्दीयति-- शरीरमिति । पाथिवेन्धियं 
दर्दीयति-- इन्द्रियमिति | गन्धग्राहकमिति प्रयोजनकथनम्‌ | 
प्राणमिति संज्ञा । नासाग्रेत्याश्रयोक्तिः । एवमुत्तरत्रापि ज्ञेयम्‌ | 
maar ददौयति-- विषयेति ॥ 

न्या, बो.-- गन्धवतीति | गन्धवच्वे प्रथिव्या रक्षणम्‌ । रक्ष्या 
पथिवी | पृथिवीत्वं लक्षयतावच्छेदकम्‌ । यद्धमावच्छिन्नं रक्ष्यं स॒ धमा 
रक्ष्यतावच्छेदकः। यो धर्मो यस्यामवच्छेदकः सा तद्धमावाच्छिना SAAT | 
तथा च लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकं पृथिवीत्वं रक्ष्यता पथिवीत्वावच्छिना | एव 








[ ११] 








धीतस्पशेवत्य नित्या अनित्याश्च | नित्याः 
परमाणुरूपाः | अनित्याः कार्थरूपाः। 'पुनखिविधाः शरीरेन्द्रियवि 


me ir and B insert ताः before पुनः ceding section, 
See Note on सा in the last pre- 














é तकसंग्रहः [ sxor. 11 


पयभेदात्‌ | शरीरं वरुणलोके | इन्द्रियं रसग्राहकं रसनं जिह्वा- 
ग्रति | विषयः सरित्समुद्रादिः ॥ 

त, दौ.-अपां रक्षणमाह-शीतेति | उदन्नविनष्टजलेऽव्यापि- 
वारणाय शीतस्पदीसमानाधिकरणद्रव्यत्वापरजातिमच्वे Te । सीतं 
शिखातरमित्यादौ seared सीतस्पदीभानमिति नातिन्यािः | 
अन्यत्सवं पूर्वरीत्या व्याख्येयम्‌ ॥ 


[ १२ | 


उष्णस्पशेवत्तेजः। तद्विविधं नित्यमनित्यं च | नित्यं परमाण- 
रूपम्‌ | अनिलं कायरूपम्‌ | पुनखिविधं शरीरेन्द्रियविषयमेदात्‌ | 
शरीरमादित्यलोके | इन्द्रियं रूपग्राहकं चक्षुः डष्णताराग्रवरति | 
विषयश्चतुर्विधः | भोमदिव्योदयाकरजमेदात्‌ | भोमं बन्द्यादिकम्‌ | 
अबिन्धनं दिव्यं विद्युदादि | युक्तस्य परिणामहेतुरौदर्यम्‌ | आ- 
करजं सुवर्णादि ॥ 

त. दी. तेजसो रक्षणमाह--उष्णस्पश्चैवदिति | उष्णं जल- 
मिति प्रतीतेस्तेजःसंवन्धानुविधायित्वान्नातिव्याप्तिः। विषयं विभजते - 
भोमेति | ननु gm पार्थिवं पीतत्वादगुरुतवाद्धद्ादिवदिति चेन्न | 
अत्यन्तानरसंयोगे सति घृतादौ द्रवत्ननाशदरीनेन जलमध्यखघृतादौ 
दरवत्वनाशाददौनेन असति प्रतिबन्धके पार्थिव्रव्यद्रवत्नाराभि- 
संयोगयोः कार्यकारणभावावधारणात्‌ | सुवणस्यात्यन्तानरसंयोगे सत्य- 
ुच्छयमानद्रवत्वाधिकरणत्वेन पार्थिवत्वानुपपत्तेः | तस्मात्पीतद्रव्य 
वत्वनारप्रतिबन्धकतया द्रवद्रव्यान्तरासिद्धौ नैमित्तिकद्रवत्वाधिकरण- 
तया Tag: रूपवत्तया वाय्वादिष्वनन्तभीवात्‌ तै 




























1 A 8 and X add wae after | 2 A inserts घतवत्‌ after rata । 









= 13.] तकदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च afta: ९ 
। [ १३] 

रूपरहितस्परोवान्वायुः। स द्विविधो नित्योऽनित्यश्च | नित्यः 
परमाणुरूपः | अनित्यः HAE | पुनचिविधः शरीरेन्द्रियवि- 


पयभेदात्‌ | ae वायुलोके | इन्द्रियं स्पशग्राहकं त्वक्सवेशरीर- 
वति | विषया बृक्षादिकम्पनदेतः। 


शरीरान्तःसंचारी वायुः प्राणः | स चेकोऽष्युपाधिभेदात्रा- 
णापानादिसंज्ञां रभते ॥ 

त, दी.-- वायुं रक्षयति--सूपरदहितेति | आकाशादावतिव्याकिवा- 
रणाय स्पर्ावानिति | प्रथिव्यादावतिव्या्षिवारणायं रूपरहितेति | 
ननु प्राणस्य कुत्रान्तभांव इत्यत आह--शरीरेति। AAs! एक 
एव प्राणः सखानभेदात्माणापानादिशब्दैव्थैवदियत इत्यथः स्पदानुभेयो 
वायुः | तथाहि-येऽयं वायौ वाति स््यनुष्णाञ्चीतस्परा। भासत स 
स्परीः कचिदाश्रितो गुणत्वाद्रपवत्‌। न चास्य प्रथिव्याश्रय SHAT 
रवतः पार्थिवस्यद्धतखूषवक्वनियसमात्‌ । न जरुतेजस। अनुप्णाद्यत- 
eae | न वियुचतुष्टयं, सवत्र परन्धित्रसङ्गात्‌ | न मनः परमाणु- 
सय्दस्यातीन्दियत्वात्‌ । तसाः प्रतीयमानस्पशोश्रयः स वायुः ॥ ननु 
वायुः saa: प्रयक्षस्पराश्रयतवाद्धटवदिति चेन । उद्धतरूपवत्त्वस्या- 
पाधित्वात्‌ | यत्र aaa सति वहिरिनद्रियजन्यप्रलयक्षत्व॒तत्रातरूप- 
वत्वमिति घटादौ साध्यव्यापकत्वम्‌ | यत्र प्रयक्षस्पर॑श्रयत्वं तत्रोद्ूत- 





खूयवच्वं नास्तीति पक्ष साधनाव्यापकत्वम्‌ | न चेवं तप्तवारिखतेजसो 
प्यप्रयक्षत्वापत्तिः | इष्टत्वात्‌ | तस्रपरादटेतत्वाद्वायुखलन्षः ॥ 














[ sxor. 13, 


१० तकंसंग्रहः 


परमाणुद्धयविभागे सति AFAR: । ततरूयणुकनारः | ' ततश्चतुर- 
णुकस्येत्येवं महाप्रथिव्यादिनाश्ः ॥ असमवायिकारणनाशाद्‌ यणुकनाश्ः 
पमवायिकारणनाशाल्यणुकनार इति संप्रदायः । सवत्रासमवायिकार्‌- 
णनाराद्रव्यनाञ्च इति नवीनाः ॥ 

किं पुनः परमाणुसद्धावे प्रमाणम्‌ । उच्यते । seis 
सृक्ष्मतमं Fast उपरम्यते तत्सावयवम्‌ वचाक्षुषद्रव्यत्वात्यरवत्‌ | SY 
कावयवोऽपि सावयवो महदारम्मकतवात्तन्तुवत्‌। यो ब्यणुकावयवः स 
परमाणुः | स च नित्यः | तस्यापि कार्यवेऽनवसप्रसङ्गात्‌' | सष्टिप्रखय- 
सद्धवि “ धाता यथा पूर्वमकल्पयत्‌  इत्यादिश्चतिः प्रमाणम्‌" । स्व 
कार्यद्रन्यध्वंसोऽवान्तरप्रख्यः। सर्वभावकार्यध्वंसो AEA इति विवेकः॥ 


न्या, बो,--एवं wer त्रिकं निरूप्य वायुं निरूपयति-- 


erica | रूपरहितत्वे सति eat बायोक्षणम्‌। after 
भ्या विरिष्टाथकतया रूपरदितत्वविशिष्टमपररीव्ं वायोरक्षणम्‌ः। विशे- 
पणानुपादाने स्यशवत्त्वमात्रस्य रणते । परथिव्यादित्रिकेऽतिव्याि- 
सद्वारणाय विदेषणोपादानम्‌ | तावन्मात्रोपादान आकारादिपञ्चकेऽ 

ग्यािस्तत्ापि रूपरहितत्वस्य सत्त्वात्‌ | अत उक्तं wala) अति 
व्यापिरनामारश्षये VU | यथा गोः Wea रक्षणं कृतं चेद 









म क कं रादृत्तितवम्‌ | रश््यतावच्छेदकाश्रयी भूते HSA 
क्षणस्यासत्वमवान्यापिस्त्यिथेः | यथा Weleda कृतं चेच्छै- 
तगवि नीलरूपाभावादव्यारि 












पारिमाणत्वापात्तैः, 


seems to be an interpolation, 


part of the sentence in the 
form of a पूर्वपक्ष as ननु सुरिषः 
लयसद्धते किं पमाणम; ACK Z 
omit aq; AK Y read समानम 
for प्रमाणम्‌ 





aa शङ्धित्वस्य विद्यमानत्वात्‌ । ` 


असंमवो नाम wera कुत्रापि 
Re यथा ikea गोसामान्यस्य द्विरफलेनैकरफवत्वस्य | 


1 A FN @ and W add after [2 ^ 0 ति एष्ट Z put the first 
this तथा च मेरुसषंपयोरापि समान- 
परिभाणत्वापाक्तैः, F reads पत्तेः, 
N has तुल्यत्वपसङ्घः for सैमान- | 
काचाः while Q, has q- 
ल्यपरिमिाणापन्तेः, but as all other | 
20168 Omit the sentence it | 
। 3 Vand W omit this sentence. 


#। 








—— soe eet 


3807. 15.]  तकैदीपिकथा स्यायवबोधिन्या च सहितः ११ 


Raa | अतिव्याप्यव्याप्तयसभवाना निष्कृष्टरक्षणान्युच्यन्ते | 


रक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमानाधिकरणत्वे सति शक्ष्यतावच्छद्‌का्वाच्छ 
योगिताकमेदसामानाधिकरण्यमतिव्याप्तिः | अव्याधिस्तु रक्ष्यत 
दकसमानाधिकरणत्वे सति रशक्ष्यतावच्छे भक 
प्रतियोगित्वम्‌ | असंभवस्तु रक्ष कः 

योगित्वम्‌ ॥ 












[ १४ | 
शन्दगुणमाकाशम्‌ | are विं निलयं च ॥ 


त. hart । शब्दगुणमिति । नन्वाकारामपि कं 






भेदे 








माकाञचे शब्द एव विशेषगुण इति चोतनाय न ततिव्यातिवार ` 
समवायेन शब्दवत्वमात्रस्य सम्यक्त्वात्‌। तदुक्तं | रूप गन्धो रसः स्प 





(Re: सांसिद्धिके द्रवः | बुद्धयादिभावनान्ताश्च शब्दो वैरोषिका गुणाः ॥ 








co oe THA: [ 8201. 15. 


न्या. बो.- कारं लक्षयति--अतीतेति | म्यवहारहोतुत्वस्य रक्ष- 
णत्वे स्यवहारहेतुमूतघरादावतिव्यापिस्तद्वारणाय अतीतेतिविशेषणो- 
पादानम्‌ ॥ | 


[ १६ | 
` प्राच्यादिव्यवहारहेतुदिंर्‌ | सा चेका विभ्वी नित्या च'॥ 
त. दो. दिओो लक्षणमाह -- प्राचीति | दिगपि कार्यमात्रे नि- 
मित्तकारणम्‌ कारणम्‌ || 
न्या. बा. दिशा रक्षणमाह --- प्राच्येति | उदयाचर्सनिहिता ` 
दिक्प्राची | अस्ताचरसंनिटिता दिक्प्रतीची । मेरोः संनिहिता दिगुदीची । 
मेराव्यवहिता दिगवाची | | | 
Ss ae 


ज्ञानाधिकरणमात्मा | स Blas: परमात्मा जीवात्मा च । 
तत्रेश्वरः सवज्ञः परमात्मक एव । जीवात्मा प्रतिश्चरीरं frat 
विथनित्यथ tl 

त दा.--आत्मनो लक्षणमाह-- ज्ञानेति । आत्मानं विभजते-- 

द्विविध इति । परमात्मनो रक्षणमाह-- तत्रेति | निवयज्ञानाधि- 
केरणत्वमाश्वरत्वम्‌ ॥ नन्वीश्वरस्य सद्भावे किं प्रमाणम्‌} न तावद्य 
त्यक्षम्‌ | तद्धि बाह्यमाभ्यन्तरं वा । नायमरूपिद्रव्यत्कत्‌ | नान्त्यमात्म- 
पुखादव्यतरेक्तत्वात्‌ । नाप्यनुमानं लिङ्गाभावादिति चने । faa 


Sieh Ft कायत्वाद्रटवदित्यनुमानस्य म्माणत्वात्‌ | 








1ABCF 0 andX read नित्या | 4 A ए and 0 insert नाव्यागमस्त 
[विभ्वा च but the reading ad- धावधागमाभमावात्‌ after fesrar 
opted in the text is better as arg, but the words appear to be 
it agrees with the definitions Interpolated and” are inconsis- 
of काल and त्मा tent with the Vedic text cited + ~ प 
2 ^ 8 + जीवात्मा परमात्मा च; 0 | further on. Z hos नाप्युपमानं : ` 
जीवः for जीवात्मा : साद द्याभावात्‌ नापि शाब्दः शब्दस्य ` 
38 AB add उखडु-खादेराहेतः after | वेदात्प कस्येभ्वरोक्तत्वेन प्रामाण्या- 
एव. दोश्वरासिद्धा तत्पामाण्यासिद्धेःः ` ` 


४ य 


— 











§ 18.) तर्कदीपिकया न्याय ब्रोधिन्या च सहितः १३ 


उपादानगोचरापरोक्षज्ञानचिकीषौकरृतिम त्त्वं कृत्वम्‌ | उपादानं समवा- 
यिकारणम्‌ | सकरपरमाण्वादिमृक्ष्मदरितात्सव्त्वम्‌ | “ यः aay: 
स सर्वविद "" इत्या्यागमोऽपि तत्र प्रमाणम्‌ ॥ 
जीवस्य लशक्षणमाह-- जीव इति सुखाद्याश्रयत्वं जीवरक्षणम्‌ | 
ननु “ मनुप्योऽहं तब्राहमणोऽहम्‌ " इत्यादो सरवत्ाहरत्यये रारीरस्येव 
विषयत्वाच्छरीरमेवात्मेति चेन्न | शरीरस्यात्मते करपादादिनाशे सति 
शरीरनाशादात्मनोऽपि नाराप्रसङ्गात्‌ | नापीन्द्रियाणामात्मत्वम्‌ | तथात्व 
८८ योऽहं घटमद्राक्षं सोऽहमिदानीं त्वचा स्पृशामि `” इत्यनुसधाना- 
मावप्रसङ्गादन्यानुमृतऽन्यस्यानुसेधानायोगात्‌ । तस्मादहं तस्मादहे न्दियव्यतिरिक्तो 
जीवः | सुखद ःखादिवेचिच्यात्मतिदारीरं मिन्नः | स च न परमाणु 
शरीरव्यापिखखाचनुपरभ्धप्रसङ्गात्‌ । न मध्यमपरिमाणः । तथा सत्य- 
नित्यत्वपसङ्गन कृतनायाङ्ताभ्यागमग्रसङ्गात्‌ | तस्मान्नित्यो विमुर्जीवः॥ 
न्या. बौ.-- आत्मानं निरूपयति--ज्ञानाधिकरणमिति । 
अधिकरणपदं समवायेन ज्ञानाश्रयत्वलामार्थम्‌ ॥ 
[ee] 
सुखाद्यपरबन्धिसाधनमिन्द्रियं मनः। तच्च प्रत्यात्मानय 
नन्तं परमाणुरूपं निलय च॥ 
त. दौ. मनसो रक्षणमाह--सुखेति | स्परहितत्वे सति 
करियावच्यं मनसो रक्षणम्‌ | मनो विमजते-- तनेति । एकैकस्या- 
सन ik मन॒ इत्यात्मनामनेकलान्मनसोऽप्यनकलवमित्यथः | परमा- ` 
णुरूपमिति | मध्यमपस्माणवेऽनितयत्वपरसङ्गादित्यथेः । ननु मनो 
नाणु किन्तु विभु स्प्शरहितद्रव्यत्वादाकाशवदिति चत | मनसो faa 
आत्ममनःसयोगस्यासमवा्यकारणस्या | ङ्गात्‌ | 
a faygaaanistata वाच्यम्‌ | तत्सयोगस्य नित्यत्वेन सुषु- 
घ्यभावप्रसङ्गात्‌ । पुरितव्यतिरिक्तग्रदेश आत्ममनसयागस्न सवेदा 

























+ 


१ H read अणख्यप. 


१ # 





1 A Binsert za after mq quite 
unnecessarily, 











= तकेसंग्रहः [ 8०7. 18. 


वि्यमानत्वात्‌ | aya तु यदा मनः पुरीतति नाड्यां प्रविशति 
तदा सुषिः | यदा निःसरति तदा ज्ञानोतपत्तिर्यिण॒त्वसिद्धिः | 

न्या. बो.--मनो निरूपयति सुखादीति | उपकबन्धिनोम साक्षा- 
त्कारः | तथा च सुखादिसाक्षाक्तारकारणत्वे सतीन्दियत्वे मनसो ल- 
क्षणम्‌ | इन्दरियत्वमात्रोक्तौ चक्षुरादावतिव्याप्िरतः पू्वदलम्‌ । विशे- 
ष्यानुपादान आत्मन्यतिन्यापिरातममनो ज्ञानादिकं प्रति समवायिकारण- 
त्वात्‌ | अत इन्द्रियत्वोपादानम्‌ ॥ 

कि 

चश्चुमातग्राद्यो गुणो रूपम्‌। तच शुङ्कनीलपीतरक्तहरितकपिश- 
चित्रभेदात्सप्तविधं एथिवीजलतेजोवृत्ति | तत्र पृथिव्यां सप्तविधम्‌ | 
अभास्वरछ्ु्क जे | Wes तेजसि ॥ 

त, दौ. ख्यं लक्षयति-- चक्षुरिति | संख्यादावतिम्याक्षिवारणाय 
मात्रपदम्‌ | रुपतवेऽतिव्यापिवारणाय गुणपदम्‌ | प्रभाभित्तिसंयोगेऽति 

वारणाय agama वाच्यम्‌ः | ea विभजते-- त 

शेति ll नन्वव्याप्यवृत्तिनीादिसमुदाय एव चित्ररूपमिति चेन्न रूपस्य 
व्याप्यव्तित्वानियमात्‌ | ननु चिलपटेऽवयवरूपस्य प्रतीतिरस्त्विति चेन्न | 
हपरहितत्वेन पटस्याप्रतयक्षत्वपरसङ्गात्‌ | म॒ च रूपवत्समवेतत्वं प्रत्यक्षत्व 
प्रयोजकं गोरवात्‌ | तस्मात्परस्य प्रत्यक्षत्वानुपपत््या चित्ररूपसिद्धिः ॥ 
रूपस्याश्रयमाह-- पृथिवीति | आश्रयं विभज्य दर्दीयति-- तत्रेति ॥ 


~ SS ES ~ = --ः 














1 A, B, > read अभास्वरं apm 8०१ | 1७४ ण तेजस; while, taken 
अस्वर्गं रुकः =z respectively; J, K, separately they Can give pro- 
have the same as A without | per sense only if construed as 
the last च; E, G,°H have syx& adverbs modifying Spar 
भास्वर. The reading adopted 
in the text is that of C, D, and | 2 N has विजेष्यपदं देयं for WAT 
Sc., and is preferred as making | ग्राह्यजातिमच्चं वाच्यम्‌. ९, ४, 2 
the sense clearer, अभास्वर and । mit the sentence ga ie 
भास्वर, When prefixed to apg, | &c.; while A omits the next 
serve to distinguish the parti- sentence wy &c. ©, L, M, ए 
९1185 kind of gyaeq of जल from | ang W omit both sentences. 
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न्या, ` बो.- खूप रक्षयति- चश्चुमौत्रेति | चधुमातरभ्ाह्त्ववि 
चिष्टगुणत्वं BIA रक्षणम्‌ | विरोष्यमात्रोपादाने रसादावतिव्यािः | 
अतश्श्चर्मात्र ग्राहयति | तावन्मात्रोपादाने रूपतेऽतिव्यापिः । यो गुणो 
Reese जातिस्तदमावसतदिन्दियम्राद्य इति नियमात्‌ | 
तद्वारणाय विरोष्योपादानम्‌ | Agee नाम च्चर्भितनेद्धिया- 
ह्यते सति चक्चु्रीह्यत्वम्‌ | मात्रपदानुपादानं सख्या। 
Aaah: संख्यादावपि चकषुगद्यत्वविरिष्टगुणत्वस्य 
सतद्रारणाय मात्रपदम्‌ । संख्यदेशवरषा द्दियग्राह्यत्वाचः 
तरमाद्यत्वं नास्ति | अतीन्द्रिये गुरुत्वादावतिव्याप्तिवार 
aA । अत्र रक्षणे आद्यत्वं नाम लोकिकमत्यक्षविषयत्वम्‌ | अग्राहयत 
नाम॒ तदविषयत्वम्‌ | तथा च चक्षुभिननन्द्रयजन्यत्वाचसाभाक। 
विषयत्वे सति चश्चजैन्यचाक्चुषम्रत्यक्षविषयत्वमिति ged: | ननु 
चेन्न । गणपदस्य विंशेषगुणपरत्वात्‌ | न चैवं =~ गबटितडक्षण 
पख्यादावतिन्याप्तचभावान्मात्रपदेवेयथ्यामेति वाच्यम्‌ । = 
सांसिद्धिकद्रवत्वेऽतिव्यषिवारणाय तदुपादानात्‌ ॥ अथवा aa 
्रमाद्यजातिमद्रणत्वस्य «SATA प्रभाभित्तिसयागादावातव्वा्ः 












च | 






















रणाय तदुपादानम्‌ ॥ एवं रसादिरक्षण विशेषणानुपादाने 
त्रगुणादावतिन्यािः | नपादनि रक्ष्यमात्रवृत्तिरसत्वगन्धत्वादाः 
[२० | 
रसनग्राह्यो गुणो रसः | स च मधुराः तित्त 
यिर्वीजलव्र्तिः पृथिव्यां पदिधः। जरु मधुर एव I 














THATS: [ : 20, 


गुणपदम्‌ । रसस्याश्रयमाह -- पृथिवीति ॥ आश्चयं विभर्ज्यं aay 
--पृथिव्यामिति ॥ 
| २१] 
ATMA गुणो गन्धः | स च द्विविधः सुरभिरसुरभिश्च | 
पथिवीमातवृत्तिः ॥ 
त. दौी-- गन्धे रक्षयति--प्राणेति । गन्धवेऽतिन्यापतिवारणाय 
गुणपदम्‌ ॥ 
| २२ 
त्वागिन्द्रियमात्रग्रा्यो गुणः स्पशः | स च त्रिविधः | शीतोष्णा- 
TUM AAs प्रथिव्यप्रेजोवायु्र्तिः। तत्र शीतो जले | उष्णस्त- 
जसि | अतुष्णाश्ीतः पथिषीवाय्योः | | 
त. दी. सपद रक्षयति-- त्वगिति | स्पर्शतेऽतिव्याप्षिवारणाय 
गुणपदम्‌ | संयोगादावतिव्यापिवारणाय मात्रपदम्‌ ॥ 
न्या. बो.- स्परे लक्षयति-त्वागिन्द्रियमात्रम्राह्य इति ¦ अत्रापि ` 
मात्रपदं सख्यादिसामान्यगणादावतिन्यापतिवारणाय | अन्यविरोषणक्रल 
पववदधोध्यम्‌ ॥ ग्राह्यत्वपदार्थोऽपि पूर्ववस्मत्यक्षविषयत्वरूप एव वोध्यः | 
| २३ | 
रूपाद चतुष्टय WIS पाकजमनित्यं च ॥ अन्यत्रापाकजं 
नित्यमनित्यं च । नित्यगतं नित्यम्‌ | अनित्यगतमनित्यम्‌ + 
त. दा. पाकजमिति | पाकस्तेजःसंयोगः । तेन पूर्वरूपं नरयति 
रूपान्तरमुतय्त इत्यथः । अत्र॒ परमाणुष्वेव पाको न SHIT | 
आमपाकनिक्षिपे टे परमाणुषु रुपान्तरोत्तौ इयामघटनाशे TASH 








य —EE या 
= a 





1 V reads संख्याद्‌ावाकियाति satisfactory, The one adopted 

` “which is perhaps preferable. | in the text May mean 8 fur- 

2 N 2 and Nil. omit aT. | nace if interpreted as a Bahu- 
Other readings are आपाद and | vrihi compound: आमस्य ( घटस्य) । 
अपाकः; ०४६ 211 are equally un- | ` वौक्रों यास्मिनं --. । 
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कादिक्रमेण रक्तघटोतयततिः | तत्र परमाणवः समवायिकारणम्‌ 
सयोमोऽसमवायिकारणम्‌ | अदृष्टादिकं निमित्तकारणम्‌ | द्यणुकादिरुपे 
कारणरूपमसमवायिकारणम्‌ इति पीटपाकवादिनो वैशेषिकाः । qaqa 
नारा विनैवावयविन्यवयवेषु परमाणुपयन्तेषु च युगपद्रपान्तरोखपतिरिति 
पिटरपाकवादिनो नैयायिकाः | अत एव पाथिवपरमाणुषु Sas 
मित्यर्थः ॥ अन्यत्रेति | जरादावित्यथः । नित्यगतमिति | परमाणुगतः 
aa: || अनित्यगतामेति | वणु दिनिष्ठमित्यथः | रूषादिचतुष्टय- 
परत्यक्षम | उद्धतत्वं प्रतयक्षप्रयोजको AH: | AS 











भावोऽनुद्धतत्वम्‌ ॥ 
न्या. बो.- रूपादिचतुष्टयं परथिव्यां पाकजमिति | एतत्तव 
निर्णयश्चेस्थम्‌ | पाको नाम विजातीयतज सयोग: | स च नानाजा- 
तीयः | ङपजनको विजातीय सयोगस्तव्येक्षया रसजनको विजा- 
तीयः | एवं स्यखौदावपि | एवंप्रकारेण Pal मिन्नमिन्नजातीयाः पाका 





काथवैरक्षण्येन कल्पनीयाः | तथाहि तृणपुज्ञनिक्षि saat 
उप्मलक्षणविजातीयतेजः सयो गासूर्वहसितिरूपनाे _ स्पान्तरस्य पीता- 
aa: पूर्वरसस्याम्खयेवानुमवात्‌ । करचिःूंहरितरूपसत्त्वेऽपि 
तपरावृतिरहद्यते विजातीयतेजःसंयागरूपपाकवया ९ ++ | 
मधुररसस्यानुभवात्‌ | तस्माद्रपजनकपिक्षया wa विरक्ष” 
एवं गन्धजनको विलक्षण एवाङ्गीकार्यो रूपरसयोरपरावृत्तावपि 
aaa विजातीयतजःसयागन सुरमिगन्धोपर्ब्धे 
जनकोऽपि पाकवशात्कटिनस्पशेनाशे मृदुस्पशौनुमवात्‌ | तस्माद्रपादि 
विजातीया एव पाका यथाकाय॑सुनेयाः | अत एव पाथिवपरम 
-कजातीयल्वेऽपि पाकमहिम्ना विजातीयद्व्यान्तसाचुनन | यथा 
तपर्बरूपादिचतुष्टयनाशे तदनन्तर दग्धे यादं रूपादिकं 
ट्ररूपरसगन्धस्पदीजनकास्तेज संयोगा जायन्ते | तदुत्तर 
रूपरसादय Sars | ताद्दरूपादिविशिष्टपरमाणुमिदुग््यणुक 
णकादिक्रमेण Alea | एवं Fleas 
3 । = 


























१८ तकैसंग्रहः 7 93 
परमाणमिरेव दध्यारभ्यते । एवं पाकमदिन्नैव दध्यारम्भकैः प्रमाण- 
भिनेवनीतारम्भ इति दिक्‌ ॥ 
| २४ | 
एकत्वादिन्यवहारदेतः संख्या । नवद्रव्यवृत्तिरेकत्वादिपरार्भ- 


Tea । एकत्वं नित्यमनित्यं च' । नित्यगतं नित्यमनित्य- 
गतमनित्यम्‌ | दित्वादिकं त॒ सरवत्रानित्यमेव ॥ 


त, दी, रस्यति-एकंत्वेति ॥ 
| २५ 
 भानव्यवहारकारणं परिमाणं । नवद्रव्यवृत्ति । तचचतुविधम्‌ 
अणु महहीषं हस्वं चेति | 
त. दौ, परिमाणं रक्षयति- मानेति | परिमाण विभजत 
तदिति। भावप्रधानो निर्देशः | अणत्व महत्वं Shaq sae Beas 
[ २६ ] 
पृथग्व्यवहारकारणं पृथक्त्वं | सर्वद्रव्यवत्ति ॥ 
त, दी. ए्रथक्त्वं रक्षयति-- पृथगिति | इदमस्माखथगिति =a 
वहारकारणमित्यथः ॥ 


[ २७] 
सयुक्त व्यवहारहेतुः संयोगः । सर्वद्रव्यवृत्तिः ॥ 
त. दी. संयोगं रक्षयति- संयुक्तेति। इमो संयुक्ताविति व्यवहा - 














1A B ¢ instert असाधारणौ be copies is preferred, See Note 
tween उ्यवहार and हेतु here and loc. cit. 
in the following definitions of 2 A B insert सा before ने वद्रञ्य- 
परिमाण, Swarr and संयोग, but | TWA: 
the reading of the majority of | 36 EK X omit निभ्यमातित्यं च, 
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रेतसित्यभेः | संख्यादिलक्षणेषु सवै दिक्राखदावतिन्याप्तिवारणाया- 
साधारणेति पदं देयम्‌ ॥ संयोगो द्विविधः कर्मजः संयोगजश्च | आदो 
हस्तक्रियया हस्तपुसकसंयोगः | द्वितीयो दस्तपुस्तकसंयोगात्कायपुस्तक- 
संयोगः | ASAT: संयोगः | खात्यन्ताभावसमानाधिकरणत्वमन्या- 
प्यवृत्तित्वम्‌ ॥ 







[ २८] 

संयोगनाशको गुणो विभागः। सरव॑दरव्यवृत्तिः ॥ 

त. दी. विमागं रक्षयति-- संयोगेति । कारादावतिव्याप्िवार- 
णाय गुण इति | रूपादावतिव्यासिवारणाय संयोगनाशक इति । विः 
भागोऽपि द्विविधः कर्मजो विभागजश्च | आद्यो हस्तक्रियया हस्तपुस्तक- 
विभागः | द्वितीयो पस्तकविभागात्कायपस्तकावेभागः ॥ 

न्या, बो.- विभागं रक्षयति- संयोगेति। संयोगनारकत्वविशि 
गुणत्वं विभागस्य रक्षणम्‌ | विशोषणमात्रोपादाने क्रियाया अपि संयो 
नाराकलवात्त्रातिव्या्िवारणाय गुणत्वं विशेष्यम्‌ ॥ 


[re] 
परापरव्यवहारासाधारणकारणे' परत्वापरत्वे । एथिव्यादिचतुषट- 
परत्वम्‌ | समीपे दिकृतमपरत्वम्‌ । AG कालकृतं NAT | 
कनिष्ठे कारकृतमपरत्व ॥ 
qd. दी.-- रत्व 
कारणं परत्वम्‌ | अपरव्यवहारास 
विमजते- ते द्विविधे इति | द्विकृतयोरुदाहरणमाहं 
काते उदादरति-- Sag इति ॥ 


व के 





| 
9 [1 







रत्वयोुश्षणमाह--परेति 


। # ॥‰ | | 


ति | परव्यवहारासाधारण- 
मपरत्वामेत्यथः | परापरत्व 


ह-- दूरस्थ इति ॥ 















त ~~~ 
1HJ omit असाधारण, but most | 2EGHJand X omit पृथिव्यादि 


of the copies agree in retain- atc. 
ing it. 








२० तकं संयरः [ SECT, . ; 


(३० 


आद्यपतनासमवायेकारणं गुरुत्वं | परथिवीजटब्रत्ति ॥ 


त्‌. ९1.-- गुरुत्व रक्षयति आद्येति । द्वितीयादिपतनस्य वेगा- ` 


समवायिकारणत्वाद्रेगेऽतिन्यापि 








न्या. बो, द्वितीयादिपतनक्रियायां 
वेगस्येवासमवायिकारणत्वात्त्रातिव्यािवारणायाचेति | उत्तरत्र स्यन्दनं 
आद्यविशेषणमपि पूर्ववदेव योजनीयम्‌ | 


[22] 

7द्यस्यन्दनासमवायिकारणं द्रवत्वं  प्रथिव्यप्रेजोब्रत्ति | तदि 

विधं सांसिद्धिकं नेमित्तिकं च । सांसिद्धिकं जले नेमित्तिकं पृथि 

बीतेजसोः | प्रथिव्यां धरतादावभिसंयोगजन्यं द्रवत्वम्‌ । तेजसि 
सुबणादो' ॥ 

त. दी. द्रवत्वं रक्षयति--आद्यस्यन्दनेति | स्यंदनं सवणम्‌ | 

संयोगजन्यं नमित्तिकद्रवत्वम्‌' । तद्धि सांसिद्धिकद्रवत्वम्‌ | प 








TR] 





न्या. बो. सनं रक्षयति चणीदीति। चूरणादिपिण्डीमावहेववे ` 


सति गुणत्वं सहस्य र्षणम्‌ | पिण्डीमावो नाम चर्ण 

















भूतो विरक्षणः संयोगः । तादृरसंयोगे सेहस्येवासाध 
कु ab ni | नेमित्तिकं 
2 8 omits तेजासि ganar | 4.4. 6 7 YZ read चि पिण्डोभाविति; 


30 JY ह omit द्रवत्व after | A has खण for <q wrongly 











णाय गुणपदम्‌ | रूपादा> 


= 34. ] aanditana न्यायबोधिन्या च सितः २१ 


तु जलादिगतद्रवत्वस्य | तथा सति द्रतसुवर्णाडिसंयोगे quire: पिण्डी 
Waa: | अतः BE एवासाधारणकारणम्‌। विरोषणमालोपादाने काल- 
दावतिव्यापिस्तद्वारणाय विशेष्योपादानम्‌ | वस्तुतस्तु द्ुतजरसंयोगस्येव 
पिण्डीमावहेतुत्वम्‌ | ee पिण्डीमावेतुते मानामावात्‌। जे दुतत्व- 
विरोषणात्करकादिव्यावृत्तिः | 

[ 22] 

Tama गणः शब्दः। आकाश्मात्रगराततिः। स द्विविधो ध्व- 
नयात्मको वर्णात्मकश्चेति । ध्वन्यात्मको भयादौ । वणात्मकः 
संस्कृतभाषादिरूपः ॥ 

त, दी.--शब्दं रक्षयति-- श्रोत्रेति । शब्दत्वऽतिन्याकषिवारणाय 
गुण इति | रूपादावतिव्यापिवारणाय Areata शब्दसिविधः। संयोगजो 
विभागजः शब्दजश्चेति | aaa भरीदण्डसंयोगजन्यः | द्वितीयो वडा 
उलाखयमाने दरद्रयविमागजन्यश्चरचटाशब्दः | भयौदिदेश्चमारभ्य श्रो- 
त्रपर्यन्तं द्वितीयादिशब्दाः शब्दजाः ॥ 
न्या. बो.- शब्दं रक्षयति--श्रोतरेति | शब्दल्वेऽतिव्याकषिवार 
तेवारणाय श्रोत्रेति । स त्रिविधः। संयो 


गजो विमागजः खब्दजश्चेति | भेरीदण्डसंयोगजन्यो भाङ्ारादिरब्दः | 
| योवजन्यो मदज्ञादिचब्दः | वं Tera दलद्रयविभाग- 




















तवोत्तररब्दे पूवेशब्दः कारणम्‌ ॥ 


| [ ३४] 
Rae जानम्‌ | सा द्विविधा स्मृतिरयुभवश्च | 





पर्वपरवंशाब्द it : d हेलज्तानं we 
उत्तरोत्तररब्दे | पवङब्दः. | G X read त्च 
20 K ४११ यणः alter हतु AE | Note Joc. cit. 

















२२ तकेसंयहः = 4. 


संस्कारमाल जन्यं ज्ञानं स्मृतिः । तद्भिन्नं ज्ञानमनुभवः ॥ 

त. दी. बुद्धेलक्षणमाह-- सर्वेति | जानामीतयनुव्यवसायगम्यज्ञा- 
नत्वमव रक्षणमित्यथेः | बुद्धि विमजते- सेति ॥ स्तेर्छक्षणमाह- 
संस्कारेति । भावनाख्यः संस्कारः । संस्कारध्व॑सेऽतिन्या्तिवारणाय 
ज्ञानमिति | षरादिप्रतयक्षेऽतिव्या्षिवारणाय संस्कारजन्यमिति । 
पत्यभिज्ञायामतिन्याप्षिवारणाय मावतिः ॥ अनुमवं लक्षयति- 
तद्धिन्नमिति | स्मृतिभिन्नं ज्ञानमनुमव इत्यर्थः ॥ 

न्या, बो,-जुद्धक्षणमाह- सर्वेति । व्यवहारः शब्दमयोगः | 
ज्ञानं विना रव्दप्रयोगासंभवाच्छब्दपयोगरूपव्यवहारेतुतवं "ुद्धरकक्षणम्‌ | 
बुद्धि विभजते--सा द्विविधेति li eat रक्षयति संस्कारेति। az 
रिन्द्रियाजन्यत्वविरिष्ट संस्कारजन्यत्वविरिष्टज्ञानतवं waders | विरे 
पणानुपादाने प्रत्यक्षायनुभवेऽतिव्यािः । तद्वारणाय विशेषणोपादानम्‌ | 
संस्कारध्वसेऽतिव्याप्तिवारणाय किरिष्योपादानम्‌ । ध्वंसं प्रति प्रतियोगिनः 
कारणत्वात्सस्कारध्वसेऽपि संस्कारजन्यत्वस्य सत्वात्‌। प्रत्यमिज्ञायामति- 
व्याप्तिवारणाय मात्रपदम्‌ ॥ अनुमवं लक्षयति--तद्धि्मिति। तद्धि 
नत्वं नाम स्मृतिमिच्नतम्‌ । स्मृतिमिन्नत्वविशिष्टज्ञानत्मनुभवस्य र्षणम्‌ | 
तल विशेषणानुपादाने स्मृतावतिव्या्िः | विरोष्यानुपादाने षटादावति- 
ale: | अतस्तद्वारणाय विरेषणविरेष्ययोरुभयोरुपादानम्‌ ॥ 

















~ नः 
1 J omits mia, while the word | भिवबारणाय जानामि | रूपादाव- 
and the commentary on it | त्तेव्यासिवारणाय सवच्यवहारेतिः 
are added in G in a marginal while @ ha गण for ज्ञानः but 
note, S.C. also notices the | the passage is not found (1 
omission of the छ 070 10 several where else, nor noticed: by Nil 
cee 00/90 cane ke ocae 
sentence referring to it in tence, and G adds it in the 
several copies of T. D. makes it प but it is retained on 
probable that the word may the व of MNQW 
not have existed originally. It ana Ae 
is however retained in accord- | 4 All copies except V read 
1 Nil, Not | म, = । 
ance with Nil, See ote 9 ज्ञानस्य 


~ मातर loc. cit. °C K R omit बहिरिन्द्रियाजन्य 
2 प and Q add काटादावतिव्या- । त्वविशेष्ट. 











-38Q omits अनुभव while C E 


= 35.] तकदीपिकया saath च संहित २३ 
[ ३५ 


स॒ द्विविधो यथार्थोऽयथार्थश्च तद्वति तत््रकारकोऽलुभवो यथाः 
यथा रजत इदं रजतमिति ज्ञानम्‌ | A एव प्रमेत्युच्यते | तदभाव- 
वति 'तत्प्रकारकोऽलुभवोऽयथा्थः | "यथा शुक्ताविदं रजतमिति 
ज्ञानम्‌ ॥ 

त. दी.-- अनुमवं विमजते-- स द्विविध इति | यथाथीनुभवस्य 
रक्षणमाह- तद्वतीति | ननु षट धरत्वमिति प्रमायामन्यापिः घटत्वे 
घटामावादिति चेन्न | यत्र यत्संवन्धोऽस्ति तत्र तत्संबन्धानुभव इत्यथौद्र- 
रत्वेऽपि षटसंबन्धोऽस्तीति नाव्याः | स॒ इति । यथाथांनुमव एव 
शासे प्रमेदयुच्यत इत्यथः | अयथाथ रक्षयति-- तदभाववतीति । न 
न्विदं संयोगीति प्रमायामतिव्याधिरिति चेन | यदवच्छेदेन यत्संबन्धामाव ~ 
स्तदवच्छेदेन तत्संबधज्ञानस्य विवक्षितत्वात्‌ संयोगाभावावच्छेदेन संयोग- 
ज्ञानस्य अमत्वात्‌ संयोगावच्छेदेन संयोगसंबन्धस्य त्त्वात्‌ नातिव्याप्तिः | 


न्या, बौ,-अनुमेवं विभजते-स द्विविध इति | यथाथौनुभवं 
रक्षयति - तद्वतीति | तद्रतीतयत्र सप्तम्यर्थो विदेष्यकल्म्‌ | तच्छब्देन 
प्रकारीमूतो धो TAA च तदरद्िशेष्यकले सति THM यथा- 
थीनुभवस्य रक्षणम्‌ | उदाहरणम्‌ | रजत इदं रजतमिति ज्ञानम्‌ । रजतत्व 


रा S$ 


160 HJ K omit this sentence; | well as A’s addition सेवापरमे- 
EG Q X have instead यथायं | त्युच्यते seem to be interpola- 
घट इति; 8 adds सत्य ४1०० रजत. | ५०४६. 

2The reading in all copies of | 5 © reads यदुभावंः for यत्सबन्धा- 
T.S. and T. D.except J is qq, | भवः 
but q एव is adopted as being 6 A has संयोगज्ञानस्य TATE for 
grammatically more correct. | सयोगसंचन्धस्य | weal; J: ree fa 

Naas Talc; Ls 
faaaracata for सत्वात्‌. 

| 7 V adds ज्ञान before प्रकारी भतः, 








have तत्प्रकारकश्च. 

4C H J F and च omit this | 
sentence. D adds further TH- perhaps better. 
तत्वामाववाति Bal रजतत्वपकारक- | 8 8 T and W read ATE स- 
ज्ञानमयथार्थक्ञानं; but this as) aera, perhaps better, 











== तकेसग्मह [ 8ठा, 35 


वद्विरोप्यकत्वे सति रजतत्वप्रकारकं ज्ञानम्‌ | तद्भनिष्ठविरोष्यतानिरूपित- 
तच्निष्ठमरकारितारार्त्विमिति निष्कर्षः | अन्यथा ama रङ्गरजत- 
योरिमे रजतरङ्गे इत्याकारकसमूहारम्बनभ्रमेऽतिव्या्िः । तत्रापि 
रजतत्ववद्विशेष्यकत्वरजतत्वप्रकारकत्वयोः रङ्गत्ववद्विशेष्यकत्वरङ्गत्व- 
प्रकारकत्वयोश्च सत्त्वात्‌ | उक्तनिष्कर्षे तु दर्दीतभमे नातिव्यािः। रज- 
तत्वप्रकारताया रजतत्ववद्रजतविरेप्यतानिरूपितत्वाभावात्‌। एवं रज्गत्वप्र- 
कारताया रङ्गत्ववद्रङ्गविशेप्यतानिरूपितत्वामावाच । किं तु समूहारम्बने 
भ्रमस्य Wal रजतत्वावगाहित्वेन रजतां रङ्गत्वावगादित्वेन च रजत 
त्वप्रकारतायाः रङ्गत्ववद्विशेप्यतानिरूपितत्वात्‌ | एवं waist wee 
प्रकारताया रजतत्ववद्विशेष्यतानिरूपितत्वाचेति' ॥ 
 अयथाथानुमवं लक्षयति- तदभाववतीति । अत्रापि पूरयवत्त- 
भाववद्विशेष्यतानिरूपिततननषटप्रकारतारालिजञानत्वं विवक्षणीयम्‌ | 
अन्यथा रङ्गरजतयोरिमे रङ्गरजते इत्याकारकसमूहारुम्बनपमायामति- 
भ्यापतिरेतत्समूहाम्बनस्य रजतरङ्गोभयविरष्यकत्वेन रजतत्वरङ्गत्वो 
मयम्रकारकत्वेन च रजतत्वाभाववद्रङ्गविेप्यकत्वरजततवप्रकारकत्वयो 
रङ्गत्वाभाववद्रजतविरेष्यकत्वरङ्गतवप्रकारकत्वयोश्च सत्त्वात्‌ | उक्तनि 
chy तु न तत्रातिव्याप्तिः | AEA: रजतांरो रजतत्वावगाहितेन 
Wit रङ्गत्वावगाहित्वेन च रजतत्वप्रकारताया रजतत्वाभाववद्रङ्ग- 
निष्ठविशेष्यतानिरूपितत्वामावादेवं रङ्गत्वमकारताया .रङ्गत्वाभाववद्रजत- 
नेष्टवेरोष्यतानेरूपितत्वाभावाच । उदाहरणम्‌ | यथा शुक्ताविति ॥ 
[ २६ | 

पथायानुभवथतुरविपः प्लयश्षाुमि 
करणमपि चतुथं अयक्ष 

त, दी. यथानुभवं विभजः 
विभजते-- तत्करणमिति | प्रमाकरणमित्य्थः । प्रमायाः कर्णं प्रमाण- : 
मिति प्रमाणसाम म्‌ | 
























1 W reads differently [ adds मृहाटंबनं 
नानाङख्यविशेष्यताज्ञाछिज्ञानं स- । 2 The reading is taken from W 












4 38.) तर्कैदौपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः २५ 


न्या, बो, यथार्थानुभवं विभजते--यथाथानुभव इति | तत्क- 
रणमिति | फटीमूतम्तयक्षादिकरणं चतुर्विधमित्यः । प्रत्यक्षदिचतुर्विध- 
प्रमाणानां प्रमाकरणत्वे सामान्यलक्षणम्‌ । एकैकममाणक्ष्णं तु 
वक्ष्यते प्रतयक्षज्ञानेत्यादिना ॥ 
[ ३७ | 


असाधारणं कारणं करणम्‌ । 

त, दी. करणरक्षणमाद---असाधारणेति । 'साधारणकारणे 
दिक्राखदावतिव्याप्िवारणायासाषा ति ॥ 

न्या, बो. करणलक्षणमाह--असाधारणमिति । व्यापारवदसा- 
धारणं कारणं करणमित्यभेः | असाधारणकारणत्वं च कायत्वव्याप्य- 
धर्मावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपितकारणताशारेत्वम्‌ | यथा दण्डादेधैटादिकं 
प्र्यसाधारणकारणत्वम्‌ । कायैत्व्याप्यधर्माो धटल्वादिरूपधर्मः तद- 
वच्छिन्नकाथैता घंटे | तन्निरूपितकारणता दण्डे । अतो घटं प्रति द्‌ 













ण्डोऽसाधारणकारणम्‌ | भ्रम्यादिरूपव्यापारवत्वाच्च करणम्‌ | साधारण- 
कारणत्वं कार्यत्वावच्छिन्नकायता Tsar | यथा ईध- 
TEBE: कायैत्वावच्छिन्न प्रत्येव कारणत्वात्साधारणकारणतवम्‌ ॥ 

[ ३८ ] 


कार्यनियतपूर्वृत्ति `कारणम्‌ । 









` कार्थ 


। é 
a 1 ८, aaa अ edges = 
4 All copies except B and - | ang दयम्‌, ४ adds घट्‌ प्रात Fal- 


लद्वयसंयोगवारणाय स्यापारवादितिः 





insert व्यापारवत्‌ before असाधाः | 
रणः; in J the word: is added in | 
margin, apparently by another 
hand But the प्रतीक 1 all 
copies of T. D. and the remarks 
of S. 0, conclusively show that 
it did not exist originally. On | 
this see Note loc. ct. G most probably the correct one- 
adds तज्जन्यत्वे ala ABCD ए prefix अनन्यथा 


। व्यापारः, but the addition is सिद्ध *० कार्यनियतः?. J adds the 
+ 


but neither passage is found in 
any other copy. 
3U and W have अतिरिक्त for 
4 The reading in the text is 
taken from GK Q 4, 33 being 


| 





unwarranted. | word in margin. E has अन 
Lot = र = hi 

2 Nhere inserts चष्चुषा घटपत्यन्ल  न्यथासिद्धत्वे सात नियत › न 

ATCT प्त reads कार्येऽन्यथासिद्ध छन्यत्व 


सति नियत”, ~< Note loc. cit, 


is 4 त 
॥ = - = = = —_ 
" 
: 














+ भ ~ 





26 = 


त, दी,-कारणलक्षणमाह- कार्येति | Tah कारणमियुक्त 
सभादावतिव्यािः स्यादतो नियतेति | तावन्मात्रे कृते कर्येऽतिव्याक्ि- 
td पूवेवृत्तीति ll ननु तन्तुरूपमपि पट प्रति कारणं स्यादिति चेन्न | 
अनन्यथासिद्धवे सतीति विरोषणात्‌ | अनन्यथासिद्धत्वमन्यथापसिद्धिवि 
रहः | अन्यथासिद्धिश्च त्रिविधा | येन dea यस्य यं प्रति पूरव॑दृत्तित्वम- 
वगम्यते तं प्रति तेन तदन्यथासिद्धम्‌ | यथा तन्तुना तन्तुरूपं तन्तुत्वं 
च पटं प्रति | अन्यं प्रति पर्ववत्तिते ज्ञात एवं यस्य य॑ प्रति पू्ैव्॒तित्व- 

मवगम्यते तं प्रति तदन्यथासिद्धम्‌ | यथा शब्दं प्रति पूववृत्तितवे ज्ञात ए 
घटं प्रत्याकाशस्य | अन्यत्र क्टप्तनियतपूर्ववरतिनैव कार्यसंभवे तत्सह भूतम- 
; न्यथासिद्धम्‌ | यथा पाकजस्थरे गन्धं ग्रति रूपप्रागभावस्य । एवं चान- 
्ासिद्धनियतपवेबत्तित्वं कारणत्वम्‌ ॥ 
न्या, बो.-कारणं रक्षयति--कायनियतेति | कार्यं प्रति निय- 
aa सति Tae कारणत्वम्‌ | नियतत्वविरोषणानुपादाने पूर्ववर्तिनो 
रासभादेरपि घटादिकारणत्वं स्यादतो नियतेति विरोषणम्‌ | नियतपर्वव- 
fiat दण्डरूपदिरपि yard स्यादतोऽनन्यथासिद्धपदमपि कारण- 
लक्षणे निवेशनीयं दण्डरूपादीनामन्यथासिद्धत्वात्‌ ॥ 


[ २९] 
कार्यं प्रागभावप्रतियोमि ॥ 
त, दी,--कालक्षणमाद-- कार्यमिति ॥ 
न्या, बो. कार्यं रक्षयति- -प्रागिति। प्रागभावप्रतियोगित्वं का- 
यैस्य लक्षणम्‌ | उत्पतते पूवेमिह घटो भविष्यतीति प्रतीतिजीयते | एत- 
लतीतिविषयोऽभावः प्रागभावस्तसतियोगि घटादिरूपं कायम्‌ ॥ | 


[ve | 


† त्रिविधं समवाय्थसमवाथिनिमित्तमेदात्‌ । यत्समवेतं 
करर्यमत्पद्यते तत्समवायिकारणम्‌ | यथा तन्तवः टस्य परश स्व- 
गरतरूपादेः | कार्येण कारणेन वा सहैकस्मिन्नर्थे समवेतत्वे सति 























ॐ 40.1] तरपि क धा न्याथवोधिन्या च सहितः १७ 
यत्कारणं तदसमवायिकारणम्‌" | यथा तन्तुसंयोगः पटख तन्तुरूपं 
पटरूपस्य तदुभयभिन्नं कारणं निमित्तकारणम्‌। यथा तुरीवेमादिकं 
पटस्य | 


त. दी.--कारणं विमजते-- कारणमिति । समवायिकारणस्य रु- 
quae यत्समवेतमिति | यस्िन्समवेतमित्यथैः । असमवायिकारणं 


न्तसंयोग इति | 


लक्षयति कर्येणेति | कार्येणेदेतदुदाहरति 
Rad: | कारणेन संदेयेतदुदाहरति --तन्तुरूपमिति । कारणेन पटेन 
सेहेकस्मिस्तन्तो समवेतत्वाच्न्तुरूपं पटरूपस्यासमवायकारणःम 
` निमित्तकारणं क्षयति तदुभयेति । समवाय्यसमवागिभिन्न कारण 











न्या, बो.--कारणं विभजते--कारणमिति । समवायिकारणं ल- 
्षयति--यत्समवेतमिति ॥ य॑स्मन्सम १ सत्‌ समवायेन संबद्ध सत्‌ 
मवायिकारणमित्यथः | उदाहरण-यथा तन्तव इति | 


STATA तत्समवायिकारणामल्यः 
तन्तुषु समवायिन संवद्धं सत्‌ TAA क़ा्मुत्यद्यते इति तन्तवः समवायि 


कारणमित्यथः | सामान्यरक्षण © समवायसेबन्धावच्छिन्नकायेतानिरूपि 


ततादात्म्यसंबन्धावच्छिनकारणल 
न्येन घटाधिकरणे कपारदो ANS स्तादात्म्यसंबन्धेनैव 















च्छि्कारण ताया 
भावलावच्छिन्रं प्रति तादात्म्यसंबन्धेन 


SS 
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LE and Q supply यत्‌ ond तत्‌ | वकार्यस्यैव । अभावस्य तु निमिन- 
which though not absolutely | मातरम but the words are not 
necessary are snserted as mak found in any other copy. 
ing the sense clearer 

® K reads चट गतरूपस्य, । 4 W inserts here कवालत्नायव- 

N here adds इद च srmag भा च्छिन्न 
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द्रव्यगुणकर्मसु त्रिषु द्रव्यमेव समवायिकारणम्‌ | द्रव्ये द्रव्यावयवा 
-मवायिकारणम्‌ | अतो गुणादावपि द्रव्यमेव समवायिकारणमित्याशये- 
नाह पटश्च स्वगतरूपादेरिति | समवायिकारणमिल्यनुषज्यते | असम- 
वायिकारणं लक्षयति-कार्येणेति | ` असमवायिकारणं द्विविधम्‌ | 
कार्येण संदैकस्मिन्नथै समवेतं सत्‌ कारणमसमवायिकारणमिल्येकम्‌ | 
कारणेन सहैकस्मिन्नर्थे समवेतं सत्‌ कारणमसमवायिकारणमित्यपरामे- 
त्यथः | अत्र कारणेनेत्यस्य स्वकायैसमवायिकारणेनेत्यथः । जन्य- 
द्रव्यमात्रेऽवयवसंयोगस्थेवासमवायिकारणत्वात्रालककार्य तदवयवत- 
तसयोगम्थेवासमवायिकारणत्वे दरीयन्प्रथमसुदादरति--यथा तन्तु 
संयोगः पटस्येति | पटाः संहेकम्मिनर्थं तन्तौ समवेतं 
सत्‌ समवायसंबन्धेन वर्तमानं सत्‌ पटात्मककायं प्रति तन्तुसंयोगात्कं 
कारणमसमवायिकारणमित्य्थः। द्वितीयमसमवायिकारणं दरौयति-कार- ` 
गन सहेत्यादिना | तदुदाहरति- तन्तुरूपमिति । कारणेन पटरूप- 
पमवायिकारणीमूतपटेन संहेकस्मिन्रथ तन्तुरूपेऽ्थे समवेतं सत्‌ समवा- 
यसेबन्धेन वर्तमान सत्‌ GIST पटगतदूपं प्रति कारणं भवति | 
अतोऽसमवायिकारणं तन्तुरूपं पटरूपस्य | सामान्यरक्षणं तु समवाय- 
पवन्धावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपिता या समवायस्वसमवायिसमवेतत्वान्य- 
तरसबन्धावच्छिन्ना कारणता तदाश्रयत्वम्‌ । `समवायसंबन्धावच्छिन्ना 

कपाुद्रयसंयोगनिष्ठा कारणता कपारद्रयसंयोगे वतते | एवमादयपतनः 
क्रियायामा्यसन्दनक्रियायां च गुरुत्वद्रवत्वे असमवायिकारणे भवतः | 
आद्यपतनक्रियां प्रत्या्यस्यन्दनक्रियां प्रति च तयोः समवायसंबन्धनेव 
कारणत्वात्‌ | अवयविगुणादौ त्ववयवगुणादेः स्वसमवायिसमवेतत्वस- : 
वन्धेनेव कारणत्वात्तत्सेबन्धावच्छिन्नकारणताश्रयत्वमवयवगुणादो वतते | 
अवयवभूतकपारुतन्तुरूपादेः स्वराब्दग्राह्यकपार्रूपतन्तुरूपसमवायिक 
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1 The following two sentences | 


218 omitted inC ER | त्वावच्छिन्नकायतानि रूपितः, but 4 
2 W reads differently. । 81] other copies omit the 


ॐ Before सन्नवाय § T insert words. ST also read संयोगत्वा- ~ 
दरव्यासमवापिकारणीश्रतावयवसंब-- | वच्छिन्ना for सयोगनिष्ठा. W 
न्धे तु समवायसंबन्धावाच्छन्नवट- | 18245 differently, a 














8०. 4१.] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायदोधिन्या च सहितः बन 


पारतन्तुसेमवेतत्वसंबन्धेन घटपटादौ सत्वात्‌ ॥ निमित्तकारणं रक्ष- 
यति- तदुभयभिन्नमिति | समवाय्यसमवायिभिन्नमित्यथः ॥ 
[४१] 

तदेतल्तिविधकारणमध्ये यदसाधारणं कारणं तदेव करणम्‌ ॥ 

त. दी. करणलक्षणसुपसंहरति- तदेतदिति ॥ 

त्या. बो.--करणणक्षणमुपसंहरति- तदेतदिति | यदसाधारणमि- 
त्यत्र व्यापारवच्वे सतीत्यपि पूरणीयम्‌ | अन्यथा तन्तु कपारसंयोगयोरति- 
व्याप्तिः | तन्तुकपाटसंयोगयोरपि कायंत्वातिरिक्तपरत्वघटत्वावच्छिन्न 
प्रति कारणत्वादसाधारणत्वमस्त्यव । अतस्तत्र करणत्ववारणाय व्यापार्‌- 
aca सतीति करणलक्षणे विशेषणं देयम्‌ | व्यापारत्वं तु तजन्यतवे सति 
तज्नन्यजनकलत्वम्‌ | भवति हि दण्डजन्यतवे सति दण्डजन्यधटजनकता अ- 
म्यादेर्दण्डव्यापारस्य | एवं कपारुसंयोगतन्तुसयोगादेरपि कपारुतन्त्वादि 
व्यापारत्वम्‌ | कपालसंयोगस्य कपारजन्यत्वे सति कपारुजन्यघटजन- 
कत्वादेवं तन्तुसंयोगस्य तन्तुजन्यत्वे सति तन्तुजन्यपटजनकत्वात्‌ 
 करणलक्षणेऽसाधारणविशेषणानुपादान ईश्वरादृष्टादेरपि व्यापारवत्त्वा- 
करणत्वं स्यात्तत्रातिव्या्िवारणायासाधारणेति ॥ 

[ ४२] 

तत्र WAAR प्रत्यक्षम्‌ | इन्द्रियाथेसंनिकषजन्यं ज्ञानं 

यक्षम्‌ | तद्विविधं निर्विकस्पकं सविकल्पकं चेति | तत्र निष्प्र 
कारकं ज्ञानं निविकल्पर्के यथेदं किचित्‌ | सप्रकारकं ज्ञानं सवि 
कल्यदः यथा डित्थोऽयं ब्राह्मणोऽयं श्यामोऽयमिति ॥ 

















1ST W: 7580 1106 passage some | 2 ए instead of this has क्रिंचि- 
what differently, though the | दिदमिति वस्तुमाजावगादिक्तानम ; 
sense is the same; thus अ्रय- | © 7 0 and X omit Bar a. 
विथणभूतघटपटरूपादौ त्ववयवयु- | altogether 
णभरूतकपाटतंतु रूपादेः TAIT | 
कपाटतंतुरूपादिसमवापिकपालतं | 3E adds पाचकोऽयम्‌, but the 
त्वा दिसमवेतत्वसंजन्धेनैव कारण- | addition, though desirable as 
alt Harsco aa णतान्- giving an instance of क्रिया, is 
त्वमव्रयतचश्णभ्रूतकपालरूपतत तक्रपाटरूपतन्‌रूपादा not supported by any other 
ada इति लक्षणसंगति copy: 











Bo तकं सग्रहः [ scr, 42, 


त, दी.--प्रवयक्षरक्षणमाह-- तत्रेति । प्रमाणचतुष्टयमध्य इत्यथः। 
प्रत्यक्षज्ञानसय लक्षणमाह--इन्द्रियेति | इन्द्रियं चक्षुरादिकम्‌ | अर्थो 
घटादिः | तयोः सनिकषैः संयोगादिः तजन्य ज्ञानमित्यर्थः ॥ तद्विम- 
जते-- तद्धिविधमिति | निर्विकल्पकस्य रक्षणमाद- निष्प्रकारक- 
मिति | विरेषणविरोष्यसवन्धानवगाहि ज्ञानमित्यथः ॥ ननु निर्विकल्पके 
किं प्रमाणमिति चेन्न । गोरिति विशिष्टज्ञानं विरोषणज्ञानजन्यं 
विशिष्टज्ञानत्वादण्डीति ज्ञानवदित्यनुमानस्य प्रमाणत्वात्‌ । विदे 
षणज्ञानस्यापि सविकल्पकतवेऽनवस्थाप्रसङ्गानिर्विकल्पकापिद्धिः ॥ सवि- 
कल्यकं र्श्षयति- - सुग्रकारकमिति । नामजात्यादिविरेषणविरेष्य- 
संबन्धावगादहि ज्ञानमित्यथः | सविकल्पकमुदाहरति- यथेति II 

न्या. बो.--षड्िन्दियमूतप्रत्यक्षप्रमाणस्य ललणमाह- तत्रेति | 
प्रमाभूतेषु TAA यज्ज्ञानं चाक्चुषादिप्रव्यक्ष तत्मति करणं व्यापा- 
वदसाधारणमिन्धिय मवति | अतः प्रत्यक्षज्ञानकरणत्वं प्रत्यक्षस्य 
लक्षणम्‌ | आद्संनिकषातिरिक्तचतुर्वेधसंनिकर्षाणां समवायघरितत्वेनेद्धि- 
यजन्यत्वाभावाव्यापारत्वं न समवतीतीन्दियमनः संयोगस्येव STA 
जननीय इन्दियव्यापारता बोध्या । मानसप्रत्यक्षे त्वात्ममनःसंयोगस्येव 
सा बोध्या ॥ प्रव्यक्प्रमाणरश्षणमुक्त्वा परत्यक्षप्रमाक्षणमाह | इन्द्रिया- 
भसनिकर्पेति | आदो रक्षणं जन्यमरतयक्षस्थेव रक्ष्यत्वामिप्रायेण | ईशर 
CARAT रक्षण तु ज्ञानाकरणकम्‌ | ज्ञानाकरण्कमिति प्रत्यक्षप- 
मारक्षणं । ज्ञानं ANAT सादृश्यज्ञानं पदज्ञानं च तदेव करणं 
येषां तानि ज्ञानकरणकानि अनुमित्युपमितिराब्दानि तद्विन्नत्वमित्यथः। 
प्रत्यक्ष इन्द्रियाणामेव करणत्वान्न ज्ञानस्य करणत्वम्‌" | इदं लक्षणमीश्वर- 
प्रत्यक्षसाधारणमीश्वरत्यक्षस्याजन्यत्वात्‌ । जन्यप्रत्यक्षस्येव BAI 





करी 


1AGJ iy peas ae Sentence. | नः कारणत्वादत उभयोरूपादानम्‌ 
2 ष ऋ व=. nearly to the same effect. 
Fist. | 
3C K R V omit this sentence, | # The reading of U and W is — 
and perhaps it is spurious, C adopted as being more intel- 
here adds विज्ञोष्यमाचोक्तो स्म्रता- ligible. Other copies trans- 
_ | pose the sentences. U adds 
वबतिव्या्धिविशेषणमाच्रोक्तौ तदधं ष कथननिद न्क 
स.ऽतिव्याप्निध्वेसं प्रति waa ately. See Note loc, cit, 











8807. 48. ] तकदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः ३१ 


मिप्रायेणोत्तरमाह--इन्द्रियाथंसंनिकर्पेति | जन्यप्रलयक्षस्यैव रक्षय 
त्वाभिप्रायेणदं रक्षणम्‌ || प्रत्यक्ष विभजते-निर्विंकल्पकमिति | 
तटटसयति- निष्प्रकारकमिति | प्रकारताश्यन्यज्ञानत्वमेव निर्विकल्य- 
waned: | निर्विकल्पके चतुर्थी विषयता स्वीक्रियते । ag 
त्रिविधविषयतामध्ये कापि तत्रास्ति | अतो विशेषणतादूत्यत्वमिव बि- 
रोष्यताशून्यत्वं संनिकर्षताशूल्यत्वमित्यपि क्षणं संभवति ॥ सविकल्पकं 
रक्षयति- सग्रकारकमिति | विषयताया ज्ञाननिरूपितत्वात्‌ ज्ञानस्य 
विषयतानिरूपकत्वेन प्रकारतानिरूपकन्ञानत्व सविकल्पकस्य लक्षणम्‌ | 
एवं विरेष्यतानिरूपकन्ञानत्वं संनिकर्षतानिरूपकन्ञानत्वमित्यपि रक्षणं 
संभवति | उदाहरणं यथेति | इदत्वावच्छिन्नविशेष्यतानिखपिताडित्थतप्र- 
कारताशालिन्ञाने ब्राह्मणलप्रकारताशारिज्ञानं च सविकल्पकमित्य्थः | 


[ ४२. 


पयधृज्ञानहेतुरिन्द्रियाथसंनिकर्षः षड्धिः। संयोगः संयक्तसः 
मवायः संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः समवायः समवेतसमवायो विके 
पृणविरशेष्यभावश्ेति | AGW `घटगप्रयक्षजनने संयोगः संनिकर्षः | 
धररूपग्र्यक्षजनने संयुक्तसमवायः संनिकषैः चश्चुःसंयुक्ते षटे रू- 
पस्य समवायात्‌ | सूपत्वसामान्यग्रतयक्षे संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायः 
संनिकर्षः चक्षुःसंयुक्ते घटे रूपं समवेतं तत्र रूपत्वस्य समवायात्‌ । 
HAT श्॒ब्दसाश्षारकारे समवायः संनिकषेः कणेविवरवृत्याका- 
शस्य श्रोत्रत्वात्‌ शब्द स्याकाशगुणत्वात्‌ गुणयुणिनोश्च समवा- 
यात्‌। शब्दत्वसाक्षात्कारे समवेतसमवायः संनिकपंः ATTA 
शब्दे शब्दत्वस्य समवायात्‌ । अभावप्रत्यक्षे विशेषणविशेष्यभाव 
HART घटाभाववद्धतलामित्यत्र चक्षुःसंयुक्ते Yrs घटाभावस्य 


oo 





$$$ 


> 1 5 Bjoin the words in 8 com- | necessarily. 


pound; J reads विशेषणता च for | 3 KG read a परत्यश्चजनने, | 
विजेषणविरोष्य भावश्च, | and omit संनिक्रषः in the follows ` 
K inserts arq alter प्रत्यक्ष प~ | ing sentence. 





a | तकेसंग्र्टः | skor, क ॥ 


Aaa | एवं संनिकपषद्रजन्यं ज्ञानं प्रत्यश्चम्‌ | तत्करण- 
न्द्रियम्‌ | तस्मादिन्द्रियं प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणमिति सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 


a. दी.--इ्धियार्थसंनिकर्षं विभजते- प्रत्यक्षेति | संयोगसंनिक- 
मुदादरति- च्चेति । द्रव्यपत्यक्षे सर्वत्र संयोगः संनिकर्षे इत्यधेः | 
आत्मा मनसा संयुज्यते, मन इन्द्रियिण इन्दियमर्थेन ततः प्रतयक्षज्ञानमु- 
aad | सेयुक्तसमवायमुदाहरति-घटरूपेति । तत्र युक्तिमाह - चक्षुः 
संयुक्त इति | संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायमुदाहरति- रूपत्वेति । समवाय- 
मुदाहरति- त्र त्रेणेति तदुपपादयति-कर्णेति | ननु दूरस्थरशब्दस्य 
कथं श्रोत्रसंबन्ध इति चेन्न वीचितरङ्गन्यायेन कदम्बमुकुलन्यायेन वा 
ब्दाच्छब्दान्तरोतयत्िक्रमेण श्रोत्रेदेरो जातस्य शब्दस्य श्रोत्रसंबन्धाद- 
तयक्षत्वसंभवात्‌* | समवेतसमवायमुदाहरति- शब्द त्वेति | arise 
ष्यभावमुदाहरति-अभावेति | तदुपपादयति- घटाभाववदिति | मूते 
घटो नास्तीत्यत्र घटाभावस्य विशेष्यत्वं द्रष्टव्यम्‌ | एतेनानुपर्न्धेः प्रमाणा- 
न्तरत्वं निरस्तम्‌ | यचत्र घटोऽमविष्यत्तिं मूतर्मिवाद्रक्ष्यत | दञ्चना- 
भावान्नास्तीति तर्कितप्रतियोगिसत््वविरोध्यनुपरन्धिसहकृतेन्दरियेणेवामा- 
वज्ञानोपपत्तौ अनुपर्ब्धेः प्रमाणान्तरत्वासंमवात्‌ | अधिकरणज्ञानाथम- 
्षणीयेन्द्रियस्येव करणत्वोपपत्तावनुपरुन्धेः करणत्वस्यायुक्ततवात्‌'। विशे 
पणविरेष्यमावो विशेषणविरोष्यस्वरूपमेव नातिरिक्तः संबन्धः | HAAS 


य = eae ~ Ss = 














1 K here adds भ्रतलस्य विशोष्यत्वा- | which gives a somewhat 
त्‌. As to the correct reading different though equally good ~ 


of this passage, see Note loc meaning. 


$ J has 5 A ए Q here add wae विशेष्यं 

3 J omits इन्द्रियं and reads परत्यक्षं  धराभावो विङडोषणं, wack is um 
प्रमाणं 7" प्रन्यश्चप्रमाणं warranted and misleading 

4CGJLMNY omit शब्दात्‌, | 6 N here inserts aq faarquta~ ` 
and ACF LM PQ omit डाब्दस्य, ाष्यभाव्रमनिकषस्य लक्षणानाक्रा- ` 
on a १ ned as aed न्तत्वात्कथं daria af.) ॥ 
ing to make the sense clear. | ra to be 
ce aga Pande 1 














seor. 43.) = तकैदीपिकयः न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः द 





नमुपसंहरंस्तस्य करणमाह-एवमिति । असाधारणकारणत्वाम) 
भलयक््ञानकरणमित्यथः | FASTA TEMA ॥ 
न्या, बो. -चाक्चुषादिप्रसयक्षकारणीमूतान्‌ घाडधसन्निकषान्विम- 
जते संयोग इत्यादिना | ASR AAT BT 
तवावच्छिन्न प्रति चश्चःसंयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ । द्रव्यसमवेतव्रत्तिरोकिक- 
विषयतासंबन्भेन AGATA प्रति चक्चुःसयुक्तसमवायस्य कर 
त्वम्‌ । द्रव्यसमवेतसमेतवृ्तिलोकिकविषयतासंबन्धेन AGIA 
च्छिन्नं प्रति चश्चुःसेयुक्तसमवेतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ । द्रव्यम्राहकाणी- 
न्द्रियाणि Rare त्रीण्येव | अन्यानि प्राणरसनश्रवणानि इ गुण- 
ग्ाहकाणि | अतस््वगिम्दियस्थरे द्रवयवृत्तिटीकिकाविषयत [संबन्धेन त्वा- 
जल्वावच्छिन्न परति त्वक्संयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ । एवं दरव्यसमवेतत्वाचत्वावे- 
च्छिन्नं प्रति त्वक्सेयक्तसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | ्रव्यसमवेतसमवेतोष्णत्व- 
शीतत्वादिजातिस्पादीनभरयक्षे त्क्संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | 
एवमातरूषद्रव्यमानसप्रलक्षि मन संयोगस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | आत्मसमवे- 
तसुखादिमानसमत्यक्षे मनःसंयुक्तसमवायस्य कारणलम्‌ | SS समवेत- 
समेवेतयुखत्वादिमानसप्रतयक् मनःसेय॒क्तसमेवतसमवायस्य कारणत्वम्‌ | 
रसनघ्राणयोस्तु रसगन्धतद्रतजातिग्राह कत्वेन द्वितीयतृतीययोः संनिकरष- 
Aa रसगन्धादिप्रतयक्ष देत॒ता वाच्या | श्रवणेद्धियस्याकाद्चरूपत्वेन 
शब्दस्याकारागुणतेन श्रवणेन्द्रियिण च सम॒रब्दस्य समवा ` संनि- 
कर्षः | श॒ब्दसमवेतया ब्दत्वादिजातिविषयकश्रावणमरलकष समवेतसमवायस्य 
हेतुता ॥ अभावप्रत्यक् विेषणविरेष्यभावो नाम विशेषणतासंनिकषैः ॥ 
reir मध्ये संयोगस्थाने संयुक्तपदं TAA समवायस्थाने सम्‌- 
sang घटयित्वा अमावस्थे fate । तथाहि दन्याधिकरणका- 


^ =-= - क्नसः 





व्क" न्ग 





परत्यक्चपमाकरणत्वादिं परमाकरणत्वादि- विध ५० gia संदिपः seems to be 
त्यर्थ | corrupt. The reading of W 18 
। adopted as being the mos} 
| intelligible. 





4 § T V omit this sentence. 
5 The whole passage from J2a- 


Br भ 











३४ तकं संग्रहः [ षण, 43 " 


सयक्तविरोषणत ॥ 9 क ts + 
MATAR संयुक्तविरोषणता | द्रव्यसमवेताधिकरणकाभावप्यक्षे संयक्त- 


समवेतविशेषणता च । द्रव्यसमवेतसमवेताधिकरणकाभावप्रत्यक्षे संयक्त- 
समवेतसमवेतविेषणता च संनिकर्षः | तत्र॒ घटे घटत्वाभावः संयुक्त ` 
विदेषणतया गृह्यते | घटसमवेतधरत्वादौ प्रथिवीत्वामावः संयुक्तसमवेत- ` 
विदेषणतया गृह्यते | धटसमवेतसमवेतरूपत्वादो नीख्त्वामावश्च 
सथुक्तसमवेतसमवेतविशेषणतया Talat इति संक्षेपः ॥ इति प्रत्यक्षपरि- 
च्छेदः समाप्तः ॥ ` 
[ ४४ | 

अजुमितिकरणमनुमानम्‌ । परामरोजन्यं ज्ञानमनुमितिः | 
व्यापनिविशिष्टपक्षधमेताज्ञानं परामशः | यथा वदिव्याप्यधृमवा- 
नयं पवत इति ज्ञानं परामरोः | तज्जन्यं पर्वतो वह्विमानिति ज्ञान- 
मनुमितिः | यत्र यत्र धूमस्तत्राभ्निरिति साहचर्यनियमो व्याप्निः। 
व्याप्यस्य पवतादिवृत्तित्वं पक्षधर्मता ॥ 


त, दौ.- अनुमानं रक्षयति- अनुमितिकरणामिति | अनुमि- 
तेलक्षणमाह--परामर्शेति | ननु संशयोत्तरप्रवयक्षेऽतिव्याकिः स्थाणुपु- 
रषसंरायानन्तरं पुरुषतव्याप्यकरादिमानयमिति पराम सति पुरुषण्- ` 

मेति मर्यक्षजननात्‌ । न च तत्रानुमितिरेेति वाच्यम्‌ । “पुरुषं साक्षातक- 

रोमि" इत्यनुन्यवसायविरोधादिति चेन्न | पक्षतासहङ्ृतपराम्ीजम्यत्वस्य 
विवक्षितत्वात्‌ | सिषाधयिषाविरहसहङृतसिद्धयभावः पक्षता | साध्यसि- | 
रनुमितिमतिबन्धिका | सिद्धिसत्त्वेऽप्यनुमिनुयामितीच्छायामनुमितिद- ` 
र 


रोनात्‌ सिपाधयिषोततेजिका | ततश्चोत्तजकाभावविशिषटमण्यभावस्य दा- ` 











CRIT सिषाधयिषाविरहसदकृतसिद्धयमावस्याप्यनुमितिकारण- 
सम्‌ ॥ परामश क्षयति-व्याक्तीति | व्यातिविषयकं यलक्षधमेताज्ञानं ` 





1 E and X omit ज्ञान परार्थं 0771118 अर्थम, 
gud 26170375 for the better; G } 


= 











शटा, 44.] तर्कदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः | ३५ 
स qa इत्यः | परामद्यमभिनीय दरयति-यथेति | अनुमितिम ` 
मिनयति- तज्ञन्यमिति | परामदीजन्यमिल्य्थः ॥ व्यिरुक्षणमाह- यत्र 
ति । यत्र धमस्तत्रािरिति व्याप्िरमिनयः | साहचयनियम इति रक्षणम्‌ । 
साहचर्मं सामानाधिकरण्यं तस्य नियमः । दैतुसमानाधिकरणात्यन्ता- 
भावाप्रतियोगिसाध्यसामानाधिकरण्यं safes: । पक्षधर्मतास्वरूप 
माह-- व्याप्यस्येति ॥ 








न्या, बो. अनुमानं रक्षयति-अनुमितिकरणामिं 
मिते ais करणं परामश व्यापारोऽनुमितिः फलं Baas: | 
Ca SAAS सति व्यासिज्ञानजन्यानुमातजन क "= 
aaa सति तज्ञन्यजनकल्वरूपव्यापारलक्षणसुपपन्नम्‌ । अनुमिति 
 करणत्वमनुमानस्य क्षणम्‌ । अनुमानं च व्यापिज्ञानम्‌ । एतस्य परा- 
मर्बरूपव्यापारद्रारानुमितिं प्रत्यसाधारणकारणतयानुमितिकरणत्वमुप- 
पन्नम्‌ | परामद्यजन्यमिति । परामखजन्यत्वावाशष्टज्ञानलमनुम 
तक्षणम्‌ | तत्र ज्ञानत्वमात्रोपादान प्रत्य क्षादावतिव्यापषिरतस्तद्रारणाय 
परामदीजन्यते सतीति विशेषणोपादानम्‌ । विरोषणमालंक्ता परामश 
ध्वे्ततिव्याप्तिरतस्तद्रारणाय ज्ञानत्वापादानम्‌ | अनुमितिलक्षणघटकं- 
मूतपरामरदीलक्षणमाच््ट- व्या्िविदिष्टति । व्यापतावारष्ट च तल 
` धर्मताज्ञानं चति फर्मधारयः | अत्र विचिष्टपदस्य प्रकारतापरत्वात्‌ पक्षधमे 
ताया ज्ञानमित्यत षष्ठया विषयत्ववोधनात्‌ पक्षधमतापदस्य पक्षसबन्वा 
Seared समस्यमानपदाथयोरभेदससगलाभन च च्या 
पिपरकारकामिन्ने यदयक्षसंबन्धविषयकं ज्ञानं तत्परामर ईति भ्यते | 















य 


<< 


1 Nhere adds व्याप्यं नाम्न व्या | spuriousness. 
च््याश्चयः स च धमादरत तस्य पव | 
तादनिरूपितरान्नित्वं 9८ K RY omit the sentence 






दिनिरूपितदात्तत्व =A | 
शः, but the wording of the “Sabre ply oe give the 
ॐ । चै 

sentence as well as its absence full definition of चरास्नन्वा ? 
| | stead of the following Tate 


in any other copy prove its 








३६ ARTE: f aKor, 44. 
एवं सति धूमो वह्िव्याप्य आलोकवान्पर्वत इति समूहारम्बनेऽप्युक्तप- 
` रामर्दीलक्षणमस्तीत्यतिव्यापिः | तद्वारणाय पक्षनिष्ठविरोष्यतानिरूपितह- 
` तुनिष्ठपरकारतानिरूपितव्यािनिष्ठप्रकारताशारिज्ञानं पराम इति 


निष्कर्षः | एतादरापरामदीजन्यत्वे सति ज्ञानत्वमनुमितेरेक्षणम्‌ | 


अनुमितिपरामशयोविशिष्य कायकारणमाव्चेत्थम्‌ । वदहित्वावच्छिन्न- 
संयोगसंबन्धावच्छिन्नविधेयतानिरूपित- पर्वतत्वाषच्छिन्नोदेश्यताशाल्यनु- 
मितित्वावच्छिन्न प्रति वहित्वावच्छि्प्रकारतानिरूपिष-व्यासित्वाव- 
च्छिन्नपरकारतानिरूपित-धूमत्वावच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित--पर्वतत्वावच्छि- 
तविरोष्यतानिरूपित-विशेष्यिताशािनिणयः कारणम्‌ । वदहित्वावच्छि- 
जञप्रकारतानिरूपित-व्यापित्वावच्छिन्नविरेष्यताया धूमत्वावच्छिन्नविरेष्य- 
तानिरूपित-व्याित्वावच्छिन्नपरकारतायाश्च अभदानङ्गीकर्तमते बहित्वा- 


वच्छिन्नप्रकारतानिरूपित-- विदष्यत्वावच्छिन्नव्याप्ितावच्छिन्नप्रकारता- ` 


निरूपित-विशेष्यत्वावच्छिनधूमत्वावच्छिच््रकारतानिरूपित- पवेतत्वाव- 
च्छिन्नविशेष्यतानिरूपितविशेष्यिता्ालिनिणेयः कारणमिति वाच्यम्‌ | 
स॒ च निणयो वहिव्याप्यधूमवान्‌ पवत इत्याकारको बोध्यः ॥ 

यत्रेति | यत्रपदवीप्सावशात्‌ धूमाधिकरणे यावति वदहिमत्वखाभात्‌ 
यावत्यदमटिम्ना वहेधूमव्यापकत्वं VIA | तदेव स्पष्टयति-साहचयनि- 
यम इति । नियतसाहचरयं व्यािरित्यथेः | नियतत्वं व्यापकत्वं | 'साहचयं 
सामानाधिकरण्यम्‌ । तथा च धूमव्यापकवहिसामानाधिकरण्य व्या्तिरि- 
त्यथः | वहेधूमव्यापकत्वं च धूमसमानाधिकरणात्यन्तामावपतियोगितानव- 
छेदकधमवत्त्वम्‌ | तथाहि धूमाधिकरणे चत्वरमहानसादो वर्तमानोऽभावो 
घरत्वायवच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिताकाभावः । न तु वदहित्वावच्छिन्नप्रतियोगिता- 
कामावः | कुतः | चत्वरमहानसादौ वहेः सत्त्वात्‌ | एवं सति धूमाधिकः 
रणे पर्वतचत्वरादो वर्तमानस्य धटा्यभावस्य प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकं 


- ~ = यय जय 





1 The passage, which follows, from the above. 
seems tohave been much tam- 3 
pered with. © K R Vgene- | 2 The passage is taken irom > 
rally egree among themselves, | and W, but is not found 19 
though they materially differ | other copies, 





4 


i —— a - 














न 


gor. 45.] तकेदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च संहितः ३७ 


धररलादिकेमनवच्छेदकं वित्य वौ वतेतेऽतो धूमव्याप्रकत्वं वह 
वकते | इयमन्वयव्यािः सिद्धान्तानुसारेण | Tait प्रियो 
गिव्यधिकरण-साध्याभाववदवत्तित्वम्‌ | साध्यतावच्छेदकसंबन्धावाच्छि 
न~ साध्यतावच्छेदकावच्छिननप्रतियोगिताक-- प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकसंब- 
न्धावच्छिन-- प्रतियोगितावच्छेदकावच्छिन्नवेय्यधिकरण्यावचि 
दकसंबन्धावच्छिन-वत्तित्वावच्छिन्न-प्रतियोगितःका- 

HII तमिति सिद्धान्ता- 









भावो | anata 
नुसरणम्‌ ॥ 


[ ४५ | 

अनुमानं द्विविधं स्वाथं पराथ च। तत्र स्वाथ स्वानुमितिहेतुः । 
तथा हि स्वयमेव भूयो aaa यत्र धूमसतत्राभिरिति महानसादौ 
व्यासं गहीत्वा पर्वतसमीपं गतस्तद्रते ATA संदिहानः पवेते धूर्म 
पदयन्ब्याप्नि सरति यत्र धूमस्त्राभिरिति | तदनन्तरं बह्व्या 
व्यधमवानयं पर्वत इति aaa | अयमेव लिङ्गपरामदो 

त्युच्यते | तस्मात्पवेतो वह्विमानिति ज्ञानमनमितिरुत्यद्यते' | तदे 
तत्स्वाथोनुमानम्‌ 

यत्त॒ स्वयं धृमादभ्रिमनुमाय परप्रतिपत्यथं पञ्चावयववाक्यं 
gas तत्पराथायुमानम्‌ | यथा पर्वतो वद्िमान्धूमवत्वात्‌ | 
रो यो धमवान्ये AAT यथा महानसः | तथा चायम्‌, 
saa | अनेन अ्रतिपादितािङ्गात्परोप्यतन प्रतिपद्यते ॥ 


18 W here add ayy च VAST | 
पकवद्धिसामानाधिकरण्यं व्यापि | ^ 
रिति फारेतम्‌. , 

2 Dadds परां परभातिपत्तिहेतः. 





ranted by the context 


© reads अनर्भिंततिरूपम for अनु 

मितिः ; & omits it 

5A BCD read परं यति arataa 

3 ABCDFH have गत्वा for | which makes the construction 
गतः probably substituted ४० | awkward; J reads चरतीति 197 

avoid repetition of गत. For । परतिपाति and C प्रयुज्यते for चर 

aga H has तत आरद्रैन्धने, | युक Ghas वथ्चावयवोपेतं for q- 

CDE i 


further emendation not war- 





३८ | तकसंमहः (sect. 45, 


त. दी.--अनुमानं विभजत--अनमानमिति' । स्वाथानुमितिं 
दीयति स्वयमेवेति | भूयोददनेनेति । धूमाम्योर्व्याषिग्रदे सा- 
ध्यसाधनयोभूयः* सहचारदरोनेनेत्य्थः | ननु पार्थिवत्वरोदण्ख्यत्वादौ 
Tat: सहचारदर्शनेऽपि वज्रादौ व्यमिचारोपरब्धेर्भूयोदर्दीनिन* कथं 
व्यापिग्रह इति चेन्न व्यभिचारज्ञानविरहसहकृतसह चारज्ञानस्य व्यापि- 
ग्राहकत्वात्‌ | व्यमिचारज्ञानं द्विविधम्‌ faa: शङ्का च | तद्विरहः 
कचित्तकात्कचितस्वतः सिद्ध एव | धूमाभिव्यापिग्रहे का्यकारणभावभ- 
प्रसङ्लक्चणरतर्को व्यमिचारदाङ्कानिवतंकः ॥ ननु सकर्वहिधूमयोर- 
सनिकर्षात्करथ व्याप्िग्रह इति चन्न | धूमत्ववहित्वरूपसामान्यलशक्षणग्रत्या- 
सत्या सकरधूमवहिज्ञानसभवात्‌ || तस्मादिति | लिङ्गपरामशादित्यथः | 
पराथानुमानमाट--यच्िति ॥ यच्छब्दस्य तत्पराथीनुमानमिति 
तच्छब्देनान्वयः || पञ्चावयववाक्यमुदाहरति-- यथेति ॥ 


न्या. बो. अनुमानं विभजते स्वार्थमिति । ara 


नुमानं नाम न्थायाग्रयोज्यानुमानम्‌ | तस्प्रयोज्यानुमानं पराथौनुमानम्‌ ॥ 


waa 4 प्रतिज्ञायवयवपञ्चकसमुदायत्वम्‌ | अवयवत्वं च प्रतिज्ञा- 


यन्यतमत्वम्‌ || 


४६ | 


प्रतिज्ञादेतूदाहरणोपनयनिगमनानि पञ्चावयवाः । पवतो ` 


वह्विमानिति प्रतिज्ञा | धूमवत्वादिति हेतुः | यो यो धूमवान्स 
सोऽभरिमान्यथा महानस इत्युदाहरणम्‌ | तथा दायमित्युपनयः | 


तस्मात्तथेति निगमनम्‌ || 

1 ब श omit this sentence. A necessary to complete the ex 
adds स्वाथानुमानं एचिच्य इञ- planation 
यति--तथारहीतिं Which is super | M N omit TAT त्याभचारा- 
fluous. Fand Qhere add qzz- | पलच्धेः, while J › 2 omit बज्जादों 
fet द्ङयति--स्वाथामिति | तत्रे |, only; 1, reads वज्रमणो, P gree, 
Ta उभयो्मध्य इत्यथः । and Q मण्यादौ. 

9 The passage is taken from N The reading is that of DH K: 


A omits the whole ofit, while | J gives the same minus one 


यथा महानसः, while AB F re 
tain only the first three words, 


नाति. Omitting the latter part 
which, however, appears to be 





fe 
other copies retain walzsra- | सः and with महानसं. ¢ E omit । 
| 
| 
| 





sect, 47.1 तकैदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहित ३९ 
त, दी. -अवयवस्वरूपमाह- प्रतिज्ञेति | उदाहृतवाक्य प्रतिज्ञा 
दिविभा | 1 परवता 
देविभागमाह पर्वतो बद्धिमानिति | साध्यवत्तया पक्षवचनं प्रतिज्ञा ॥ 
पञ्चम्यन्तं टलिङ्गप्रतिपादकं वचन eg: | व्या्िप्रतिपादकमुदाहरणम्‌ | 
पक्षधर्मताज्ञानार्भमुपनयः | अबाधितत्वादिकं निगमनमप्रयोजनम्‌ ॥ 


[४७] 
स्वारथालुमितिपराथीलमिरयोरिङ्गपरामदो एव करणम्‌ । त- 
मा्िङ्गपरामर्शोऽ्लुमानम्‌ ॥ 
त. दी.--अनुमितिकरणमाद - स्वार्थति ॥ ननु व्यापिस्मृतिपक्ष- 


य ध 
= - ~ - = त = = = = 
— = क व 





1.4 61, ८ £ 2 have विरोष for. ning with वपश्चज्ञानं प्रतिज्ञापरयो- 
विभागः. जनम्‌. Having explained the 
9 The passage from वश्चम्यन्तं tO definitions as read by N, Nil. 
the end appears to have been | notices the reading adopted 
tampered with. All copies ‘n our text as a £ /. and 
except G N and Z agree in | remarks पश्च पर्मताज्ञानाथमुषनय 
reading it as above. N gene 2, इति पाठेतु प्रयुज्यते ` इति av 
give a. materially different ह +~ कं 
version: पञ्म्यन्तं तृतीयान्तं वा | न ष ie aN 
लिङ्ग्र तिपादकं वचनं हेतः ~. vad सममनायः। This shows 
धरतिषादकं दृष्ट पु | that even Nil. found the text 
| पाव सथ । हः शतिवादकें ब (१ | corrupt and was not satisfied 
amen हिष्टटिङ्ग्तपादक चच | with the reading usually met 
नछपनयः। हेतसाध्यवत्तया पक्षपघ- | with. It is possible that some 
तिपादकं वचनं निगमनम्‌ । पश्चज्ञानं | later writer corrected the 
प्रतिज्ञाघयोजनम्‌ | लिङ्गन्तार्नं हेतु- | loose definitions of उपनय and 
पयांजनम । व्या तरिज्ञानञखदाहरण- । निगयन given by Ann ambhatta 
च्रयोजनम \ पश्चधमतान्ञानपनय- | and the latter being retained, 
धयोजनम्‌ | अबाधितत्वादिकं निग | tBree Nok प्रयोजनघटित sen 
मनप्रयोज्नम्‌ \ © and Q agree | tences were added to complete 
sith this from <qrfatatere” *° | the list. 
the end, The repetitions and | 
fuller explanation in this | | 
> passage show that it is an except GK X read कारणं which 
interpolation. Nil. does not is clearly a mistake. In J the 
seem to be aware of it, espe- | vertical bar appears to have 
cially its latter half begin- | been erased afterwards, 


= = 


क 








Curiously enough all copies 


oo 











¢ तकसं [ ऽछा, 47 


ध्मेताज्ञानाभ्यामेवानुमितिसभवे व्याप्तिविरिष्टलिङ्गपरामशेः किमथमङ्गी- 
कर्तव्य इति चेन्न | वहिव्याप्यधूमवानयमिति शाब्दपरामरीस्थके विशिष्टपः- 
रामर्॑स्यावर्यकतया धवेन स्त्र परामरीस्येव करणत्वात्‌ | लिङ्ग न HL 
णम्‌ | अतीतादो व्यभिचारात्‌ | व्यापारवत्कारणे करणमिति मते परामद- 
दवारा व्यािज्ञानं` करणम्‌ | तजन्यत्वे सति तजन्यजनको व्यापारः ॥ 
अनुमानमुपसंहरति--तस्मादिति ॥ 
[ ४८ ] 

oe त्रिविधम्‌ । अन्वयव्यतिरेकि केवलान्वयि केवरुव्य 
तिरो चेति। अन्वयेन व्यतिरेकेण च व्याधिमदन्वयव्यतिरेकिं | 
यथा Tel साध्ये WAIST | यत्र Tae महानसं इ 
त्यन्वयव्याप्षिः | यत्र .वहिनास्ति तत्र भ्रमोऽपि नासि यथा म 
alee इति व्यतिरेकव्याधिः | -अन्वयमालव्याध्चिकं केवलान्वयि 
यथा षटोऽभिधयः प्रमेयत्वात्पटवत्‌ | Aa प्रमेयत्वाभिधेयत्वयो 
व्यतिरेकव्याधरिनीस्ति स्वस्यापि प्रमेयत्वादभिधेयत्वाच्च। व्यतिरेकं 
मात्व्यापिकं केवलव्यतिरेफे यथा परथिवीतरेभ्यो भिद्यते गन्धः 


बत्त्वात्‌ | यदितरेभ्यो न भिद्यते न तद्भन्धवत्‌। यथा जलम्‌ । न 


चेयं तथा । तस्मान्न तथेति । `य द्रन्धवत्तदि तरभिन्नमित्यन्व- 
यदृष्टान्तो नासि परथिवीमात्रय पक्षत्वात्‌ ॥ 

यति-अन्वयेनेति | देठसाध्ययोव्यापषिरन्वयव्यािः | तदमभावयोव्यो्षि- 
Aaa: || केवरान्वयिनो लशक्षणमाह-- अन्वयेति | केवखन्व- 


= ~ ~या 








1 A F and Q omit the words | SIAR 


sariateg 3nd विशिष्ट before | 
वरामं 4 (~ here adds geqza तत्सचमन्व- 


2 After व्यािज्ञानं ^ and F add | घः) qzara तदभावो व्यातिरेक र 


। but the words are found ० 
where else 


पश्चज्ञानं aaa wear 7 
क्किश्िज्नन्यज्ञानमातं चा पराम 
व्यापारकम्‌ 5 C GH read ofyq:; F has इतर 


3 For व्यािभ्रत्‌ © reads यञ भेदवत्‌ 





, (कु क 


4 
. 











ष्ठ, 48.1 तङङोपिकृया रयायक्ोधित्था च Ate ४१ 


यिसताध्यकं केवन्वाये | अघ्यन्तामावाप्रतियोगित्वं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ | 
केवकान्वयिनमुदाहरति यथा षटोमिषेयः प्रमेयत्वादिति । ईधरप्रमावि 
षरयत्ये सर्वपदाभिधेयत्वं च सर्वत्रास्तीति व्यतिरेकामावः ॥ केवर- 


ss, केवरु्यतिरोकेणमुदाहरति [न्यो 


व्यतिरेकिणा रक्षणमाह--व्यातिरेकेति । केवरुत्यतिरोकेणमुदाहर 
--प्राथेबोति | नन्वितसमेदः प्रसिद्ध वान वा | अ यत्र प्रसिद्धस्तत्र 
हेत॒सचवेऽन्वयित्वम्‌ असच्वेऽसाधारण्यम्‌ | द्वितीये साध्यज्ञानाभावात्करथ 
तद्विशिष्टानुमितिः | विरिषणन्ञानामवि विरिष्टज्ञानानुदयात्‌ । श्रतियोगि- 
्ञानामावाद्यतिरेकव्यापिज्ञानमपि न स्यादिति Aa । जरादित्रयादशा- 
न्योन्यामावानां त्रयोदशसु प्रयेकं प्रसिद्धानां Het Beat साध्यते | 
तत्र॒ त्रयोदशत्वावच्छित्नमेदध्येकाधिकरणवृ्तितवामावान्नान्वयित्वासाधा 
रण्ये । प्रतयेकाधिकरणे प्रसिद्धया स 
निरूपणं चेति ॥ 
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न्या, बो--अन्वयेनेति । साध्यसामानाधिकरण्यरूपान्वयव्या 
ara: | व्यतिरेकेणति | व्यतिरेको नामामावः | तथा च साध्या- 
भावहेत्वमावयेो्व्याधिरव्यतिरेकव्यािः । इयं च व्यापिः यत्र यत्र 
वह्यभावस्तत्र तत्र धृमाभाव इति । यत्रपदवीप्सया वहयभाववति 
यावति TARAS यावदस्य HAT HATTA धूमामावे Fad 
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1 AJY Z omit this sentence. G | ximately correct and intel- 


replaces this and the next sen- ligible reading. I have sub- 
rad s अ ane alate | stituted मेद for साध्य and 
दशयति--उपतिरेकमाजेत | changed प्रत्येकाधिकरण into 


ou 3 ' | ण्करणा on the single authority 
| 

1089198 sso hater अभावज्ञानाभावेन | ज N, because the emendations 

after प्रतियोभिज्ञाना भावात्‌. make the meaning clearer. J 

। - प्र and Q alone make नान्वाये- 

3 The concluding passage of | == ट : ट h ५ यि 

¶ D beginning with qa is un- | त्वासाधारण्य pare ee धः pee: 

doubtedly corrupt, and is \ eee oe a दयन 

absolutely unintelligible as it ought to eee ¥ and Q nee धं 

साभ्याभावञ्यापकीश्वताभावपतियो-- 


is read in most of the printed ; ~ ~ ate 
editions and Mss. Only प | मित्वमिति before अय तिरेक. See 
and 7 seem to give an appro- । ` Note loc. cit, | 


४; 





४२ | तकेसगहः [ ऽ. 48. 


भावन्यापकल्वं रुब्धम्‌ | एवं च वहयभावनिष्ठा व्यापि: स्वाश्रयी मूतव- 
इयमावन्यापकीमूताभावग्रतियोगित्वसंन्धेन धूमनिष्ठतया गृह्यत इति 
व्यतिरेकव्यापिमच्वेन ग्यतिरोकेखेन धूमन्यापकवहिसामानाधिकरण्य 
हपान्वयन्याधिमच्चेनान्वायित्ेन च गीयते' } व्यतिरेकपरामशस्तु वह 
तेयोगिधमवान्‌ पवेत इत्याकारकः ॥ 


केवान्वयिनो रक्षणमाह-अन्वयेति । व्यतिरेकव्यािशून्यले 
सत्यन्वयन्यािमतत्वं केवलान्वयित्वम्‌ | साध्ये केवखान्वयित्वमभावाप्रति 
योगित्वम्‌ | तथा चाभावाप्रतियोगिसाध्यकल्वं केवरान्वयिहेतोरेक्षणम्‌ | 
Casa हेतोव्यतिरेकेतेऽपि संगच्छते | साध्यस्य केवलान्वयित्वाद्य- 
तरकव्यापरेरभावादन्वयमात्रव्यापिकं केवरान्वयीति मूरोक्तटक्षणसुप- 
Tad | अत्यन्ताभावाप्रतियोगित्वं केवरान्वायेत्वम्‌ | न चेवमाकाशा- 
भवे संयोगामवे चाव्यापिरिति वाच्यम्‌ । स्वविरोधिव्रत्तिमदत्यन्ता 
भावाप्रतियोभित्वस्यैव तदथत्वात्‌ | एकजातीयसंबन्धेन सवेत वि्यमा- 
नत्वं केवखन्वायित्वमिति नव्याः ।[ केवर्व्यतिरोकेणो रक्षणमाद- 
च्यतिरेकेति ॥ अन्वयव्याधिदुन्यत्वे सति ater केवर 
व्यतिरेकित्वम्‌ | यथेति | अत्र पृथिवीत्वावच्छिननं पक्षः | पृथिवीतर्‌ 
जलादिभेदः साध्यः | गन्धवत्वं हेतुः | अत्र यद्वन्धवत्तदितरभेदवदित्य 
न्वयदृष्टान्ताभावात्‌ गन्धव्यापकेतरमेदसामानाधिकरण्यरूपान्वयव्याि- 
अहासम्भवात्‌ नास्त्यन्वयव्यासिः | किं तु यत्र यत्र पुशिवीतरभेदामावस्तत्र 
तत्र गन्धामावो यथा जलादिकमिति व्यतिरेकदृष्टान्तभूतजलदावितरभे- 
दरामावखूपसाध्यामावन्यापकता गन्धाभावे Sea | HATS मनसि निधाय 
यदितरेभ्यो न भिद्यते न तद्भन्धवद्यथा जलमिति अन्थेन मूलकार 
व्यतिरेकव्यािमेव प्रद दितवान्‌। एवं व्यतिरेकव्यासिग्रहानन्तरम्‌ इतरमेदा- 
वव्यापकीभूताभावप्रतियोगिगन्धवती पृथिवी इत्याकारकम्यतिरेकपराम 
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1S and W read the passagea | ध्यकत्वे तत्‌ | 
~ little differently 3 W reads aur च तयो एकजाती- 


2 Instead ofthis sentenceS and  यसंबन्धनं aaa वियमानन्बाज्ञा- 
W have अथवा केवलान्वापेसा- व्यापि 
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रात्‌ I ICI हेरयतानिरूपितेतः मेदत्वार्वच्छि व्य्‌ का 
परथिवी इतरभेदवती इत्याकारकानुमितिजीयत इति तत्वम्‌ | यथा जल- 
fat जरमितरमेदामावव्याप्कगन्धामाववदिति । न चेयं तथेति | इतर- 
भेदामावव्यापकीमूतगन्धाभाववती न॒कितु तदभावामावव्वाद्न्धवती- 
as: | तस्मान्न तथेति | तच्छब्देन गन्धामावामावरूपस्य गन्ध परा 
मसेन तस्मादिति पञचम्न्तादवन्वत्वादित्यथोपरब्धेस्तथेतरभेदामावव 
तीत्यस्यायं मावः | तथा चेतरमेदामावामाववतीतरभेदवतीत्य थः ॥ 


[ ४९] 


संदिग्धसाध्यवान्पक्षः | यथा FHA देत पवतः ॥ 
—4 


 त.दी लक्षणमाह संदिग्वेति | ननु श्रवणानन्तरभावि- 
canara चेन्न | SHI 
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TATA प्षरुक्षणत्वात्‌ ॥ | 

न्या, यो. पक्षरक्षणमाह-- संदिग्धसाध्येति | साध्यप्रकारक 
सदेहविरेष्यत्वं पक्षत्वम्‌ | संदेहः पवता विमा वा इत्याकार lag 
मितेः Ga साध्यसंदेदो नियमेन पक्ष जायत रत्यभिप्रायेणेद रक्षणं प्राची 
नैः कृतम्‌ । गगनिरेष्यकमेधमकारकसंदेहामावदशायामपि TERA 
परुषस्य घनगर्जितश्रवणन गगन भेषवदित्याकारकानुमितिजायते । गम- 









arian विहाय नवीनैरनुमिदयुदेदयत्व १ षत्वमिति स्थिरीङृतम्‌ 

[ ५० | | 
निथितसाध्यवान्सपक्षः | यथा तत्रैव महानसः ॥ 

त, at क्षरक्षणमाह--निशितति 0 oa 


न रः 





रे 
"० _ 


1 The following passage seems | give 8 materially different 
tobe corrupt. The reading of | reading. 


© K is adopted. 5 U and W 











४४ | तकंसंयहः [ इष्ण, 50. 


न्या, बो, सपक्षरक्षणमाह-निधितसाध्येति । साध्यप्रकारक- 
निश्चय विशेष्यत्वं aaa’ | निश्चयश्च महानसो वदिमानेत्याकारकः ॥ 


[Ms J 


निथितसाध्याभाववान्विपश्चः | यथा तत्रैव महाहदः ॥ 
त, दी, विपक्षरुक्षणमाह-निधितेति | 


न्या, बो. -विपक्षरक्षणमाह-ने)शैतेति । साध्याभावप्रकारकः 
निश्वयविशेष्यत्वे विपक्षत्वम्‌' | निश्चयश्च हदो वहयभाववानित्याकारकः॥ 
[4 ] 
सव्यमिचारविरुद्धसस्रतिपक्षासिदबाधिताः पञ्च हेत्वाभासाः ॥ 
त, दी. एवं Bad ees. निरूपयितुं विभजते-सब्य- 
AAA | अनुमितिमरतिनन्धकयथाथेज्ञानविषयत्वं हेत्वामासत्वम्‌ | 


न्या, बो, एवं सद्धेतून्निरूप्य देत्वामासानिरूपयति--सन्याभि- 


चारेति | देठवदाभासन्त इति हेत्वाभासाः दुष्टहेतव इत्यथः | दोषाश्च 
व्यभिचारविरोधप्रतिपक्षा्िद्धिवाधाः | तद्विरिष्टा दुष्टदेतव इत्यथः | 


देतो दोषन्ञाने सत्यनुमितिप्रत्िवन्धो जाय्ते व्याि्ञानम्रतिवन्धो वा 


जायते | अतो TRAE वादिनोद्धावितदेतो देषोद्धावनाथ दुष्ठु ` 


निरूपणमिति भावः ॥ 

| [ ५३) 

सव्यभिचारोज्ेकान्तिकः । स त्रिविधः | साधारणासाधाः 
रणाडपसंहारिभेदात्‌ | तत्र साध्यामाववेद्‌ब़त्तिः स।धारणोऽनेका- 
न्तिकः। यथा पवैतो ABARAT aa प्रमेयत्वस्य बह्मयमाव- 


बति इदे विद्यमानत्वात्‌ | सवसपक्षविपकषव्याबत्तोऽसाधारणः | 
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10४ K Q and V omit: ed 2G ब. omit गविपक्ष ^ Q inserts 








sentence, 
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1 quant: before असधिारणः 
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sxot. 54.] तकदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहित ४५ 


वथा शब्दो नित्यः शब्दत्वादिति | शब्दत्वं सर्वेभ्यो नित्ये 
भ्योऽनित्येम्यशच व्यावृत्तं श्ब्दमात्रदन्ि | अन्वयव्यातिरेकदष्टान्तः- 
रहितोऽनुपसंहारी | यथा सर्वमनित्यं प्रमेयत्वादिति | अत सव 
स्यापि पश्षत्वादृष्टान्तो नास्ति ॥ 


त, दी. सन्यभिचारं विभजते स त्रिविधं इति । साधारणं 
क्षयति तत्रेति | उदाहरति- यथेति | असाधारणं रक्षयति- सः 
FA | अनुपसंहारिणो रक्षणमाद--अन्वयेति ॥ 


र्‌ विभज्य द्यति--साधारणेति । सा- 
सव्यमिचारसामान्यरक्षणम्‌ | साधारणत्वं साध्याभाव 
त्व हिम दित्यत्र प्रमेयत्वदेत वद्वयभाववद्ृतति- 
त्वरूपव्यमिचां ज्ञाते aga -यन्यापिम्रहपतिवन्धः फलम्‌ 
असाधारण इति । सवैसपक्षविपक्षव्यातततव साध्यवदरु्तित्वावच्छिन्न- 
परतियोगिताकामावः" हेतौ साध्यासामानाधिकरण्ये निशिते साध्यसामाना- 
भिकरण्यरूपन्यापिज्ञानमप्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌ ॥ अनुपसहारिणं रक्षयति-- 
अन्वयेति । उभयदृ्टान्ताभावादन्वयव्यािज्ञानव्यतिरेकव्यापिज्ञानीभय- 
सामग्री नास्तीत्यथैः । aaa पक्षत्वात्‌ पक्षातिरिक्तप्रसिद्धे- 
रितिभावः ॥ 














[ ५४ | 


साध्याभावभ्यासतो हेतुर्विरुद्धः | यथा शब्दो निलयः कृतक 
त्वादिति | कृतकत्वं दि नित्यत्वाभावेनानि्यत्वेन व्याप्रम्‌ ॥ 


त. दी. विरुद रक्षयति-- साध्येति ॥ 





1G J omit ajaareasd 3 The sentence is omitted in C 
® The passage from सव्यभिचार K Rand ए; ए has निशित- 

Busy ५० ` ‘grag 19 not | साध्यवद्वृ्तित्वभ 

found inC KRY. Pau 





४६ | वके सेष्टः [ 807. 54 


न्या, बो.-- विरुद्ध रक्षयति--साध्याभावव्याक्न इति । सा- 
ध्यामावव्याषिः साध्यासावनिरूपितव्यतिरेकव्यापिः साध्यन्यापकी 
भूताभावप्रतियोगित्वम्‌ । तथा च पक्षविरेष्यकसाध्यामावव्याप्यहेतु- 
प्रकारकज्ञानादक्षविशेष्यकसाध्यप्रकारकानुमितिप्रतिवन्धः फलम्‌ ॥ 


[५५] 

'यस्य साध्यभावसाधकं हेत्वन्तरं विद्यते स सत्प्रतिपक्षः | 
यथा शब्दो नित्यः श्रावणत्वाच्छब्दत्ववदिति । शब्दोऽनित्यः 
कार्यत्वाद्भटवदिति ॥ 

त्‌. दी.-स्तिपक्षं रक्षयति-- यस्येति ॥ 

त्या, बो. -एवं सस्मतिपक्षेऽपि | विरुद्रसव्मतिपक्षयोर्विशेषसतु 
विरुद हेतोरकलेन सत्मतिपक्ष हेतोरदलेन च्‌ ज्ञातव्यः | सख तिपक्ष Sa- 
यति- यस्येति | साध्यामावसाधको 8g: साध्यसाधकत्वेनोपन्यस्त 
त्यसामथ्य भवति ॥ 


त्यसामश्मद्च्न 





| ५६ ] 


, असिद्धख्िविधः | आश्रयासिद्धः स्वरूपासिद्धो व्याप्यत्वासि- 


ZA | आश्रयासिद्धो यथा गगनारविन्दं सुरभ्यरविन्दत्वास्स- 
रोजारविन्दवत्‌ | अत्र गगनारविन्दमाश्रयः। स॒ च नास्त्येव | 


। 


खरूपासिद्धो यथा शब्दो ‘Ys! अव्र WITT 


aoe नास्ति शब्दस्य श्रावणत्वात्‌ | सोपाधिको व्याप्यत्वासिद्ध; | 
साध्यव्यापकत्वे सति साधनाव्यापक' उपाधेः | साध्यसमानाः 


 धिकरणात्यन्तामावाग्रातियोगित्वं साध्यन्यापकत्वम्‌ | साधनवन्नि- ` 


य न ~ 











Bomits वियते; ७ has वियते after सोपाधिकः. 


यस्य, 4 © प्र 0 ए and W have व्यापक- © 
readS 


2 Qhas आनित्यः for यणः, and| त्वष्ठपाधिः, while ४ 
adds रूपवत्‌, | च्यापकम्वसुपाधित्वम. 





1ABplace यस्य after हेत्वन्तरं; | 3 ^ 8 OD F and ५ insert हतुः ` 


८ 


4 


न 


तर्कदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च AEA ४७ 





योगो नास्त्ययोगालक आगद्रनधनसयागाभावादात 
कता | एवं साध्यठयापकत्वे साते साध नाव्यापकत्वादाप्रन्धन 
सयोग उपाधिः | सोषाधिकत्वाद्राह्वम व्याप्यत्वासिद्धम्‌ ॥ । 





त, Saas विभजत आसिद्ध इति ॥ आश्रयासिद्धमुदा 
हरति--गगनेति ॥ स्वरूपासद्ररृद € रति शब्देति ॥ AAT 
सिद्धस्य रक्षणमाह-- पापा हति ! उपाधिरुक्षणमा | 
ध्येति | उपाधिश्चदुावध | केवरुसाध्यव्यापक 
यापकः साधनावच्छिनसाध्यव्यापक उदासीनधर्मावच्छिनिसाध्यन्यापक 

S| आद्य आद्रनधनसंयोग द्वितीयो यथा-वायुः प्रत्यक्ष 
साश्रयत्वार्दत्यत्र वहिर्व्यत्वावच्छिन्नप्रलक्षत्वन्यापकसु्भतरूपव् दत 
तृतीयो यथा- प्रध्वसा विनारी जन्यत्वादित्यत्र 
व्यतव्यापकं भावत्वम्‌ | ATA यथा-प्रागमावेो विनाञ्ी प्रम 

जन्यल्वावच्छिन्नानित्यत्वव्यापकं भावत्वम्‌ ॥ 

















न्या, बो.-आश्रयासड इति । आश्रयासिद्धिनोम 
>; ] यथा गगनीयत्वविशिषटपक्षािद्धः सर 





यि 





इया तत्वस्य व्यापकः शाकाययाहार- 


1 Some copies omit तथाह 
20H K X and W omit इति परिणात्तभदः | 


this is undoubtedly 


साधनाव्यापकता । यथा; but 
3 For प्रत्यक्षस्पराश्चयत्वात्‌ - Od i interpolated 


MY Zread पञेयत्वात्‌ Which | 5 M © and Y read प्रागभाव 

5 perhaps better for eae and are supported 

4 Ghereadds स द्यामा न्ैचीतन- by the high authority of Nil- 
qaneaa | मेज्ीतनयत्वावच््छिक | ~ | See Note loc, cll 





= 








ye तकं संग्रह [ sxor. 56, 


नुमितिमे सम्भवति | स्वरूपापिद्धिनाम पक्षे हेत्वभावः | तथा च हेत्व- 
भावविरिष्टपक्षज्ञानादयक्षविरष्यकटहेतुप्रकारकपरामश्चनुखत्या पराम 
प्रतिवन्धः FEA ॥ व्याप्यत्वापेद्ध इति | THI धूमव्यापकत्वमाद्रे- 


न्धनसयोगे गृहीते AGA आद्रन्धनसयोगव्याप्यत्वं गृहीतम्‌ | एवं 


बहयव्यापकत्वमार्दरन्धनसेयोगे गृहीते चेद्रहो तदन्याप्यत्वं गृह्यते तदेव 


व्यभिचारित्वम्‌ । तथा चोपाधिव्यमिचारेत्वं साधने गृहीतं चदुपाधिम्‌- ` 


तद्रेन्धनसयोगव्याप्यधमन्यमिचारित्वं गृहीतमेव । अनुमानग्रकारश्च 


पूरवानुमानहेतुं Wiss वद्िधृमव्याभेचारी ` धूमव्यापकर््रन्धनसंयोग- 


व्यभिचारित्वाद्रटत्वादिवद्यो यस्साध्यव्यापकव्यभिचारी स॒ सर्वोऽपि 
साध्यव्यभिचारी | एवं प्रकारेण प्रकृतानुमानहेतुभूतपक्ष साध्यन्यभिचा- 


ोत्थापकतया दूषकत्वमुपाधेः फलम्‌ । तथा च धूमामाववद्रत्ित्वखूपधू- ` 


मन्यभिचारे गीति Tal धूमाभाववदवृ्तितवरूपव्यापिमहप्रतिबन्धः फलम्‌। 
न च व्याप्यत्वासिद्धम्यभिचाराभेद इति वाच्यम्‌ । धूमाभाववद्रृत्तित्वाभा- 
Tae व्याप्यत्वासिद्धत्वं॒भूमाभाववद्रत्तित्वेन व्यभिचारत्वमिति 
भेदात्‌ | 


| ५७ | 
. यस्य साध्याभावः प्रमाणान्तरेण निशितः स बाधितः | यथा 


TAIN द्रव्यत्वादिति | अत्रानुष्णत्वं साध्यं तदभाव उष्णत्वं 
TATA गृह्यत इति बाधितत्वम्‌ ॥ ˆ 


त, दो. - बाधितस्य रक्षणमाह-- यस्येति । अत्र. बाधस्य ्रद्मा- 
भावनिश्वयत्वेन aaa विरोधिज्ञानसामग्रीतेन साक्नादनमि 











1 ए and W read the passage | only which amounts to the 
` differently | Same. ए. has eqare पत्यश्चेण, and 


2CKRV omit the followingtwo | © IEC] 5. C. seems to prefer ‘ 


sentences । = Possibly both 


3 ए reads पदार्थत्वात्‌ for द्रव्यत्वात्‌. स्पारहान and स्पर्ञोन May heve * 


4 The reading adopted isthat of | been later insertions. See 
ADE KE; GH J read प्रत्यक्षेण | Note loc. ctf, 











ष्टा. 58. | तकैदीपिकया न्यायष्ोधिन्या च सितः ४९ 


बन्धकत्वम्‌ | इतरेषां तु परामदीग्रतिवन्धकत्वम्‌ । तत्रापि. साधारणस्या- 
व्यभिचाराभावतया' विरुद्धस्य सामानाधिकरण्यामावतया व्यापकत्वासि- 
दस्य ` विशिष्टव्याक्चयमावतयासाधारण | : | 
कत्वेन च उयािज्ञानपतिबन्धकत्वम्‌ | आश्रयासिद्धस्वखूपासिद्धयोः पक्ष- 
धर्मताज्ञानप्रतिबन्धकत्वम्‌ | उपाधिस्तु व्यभिचारज्ञानद्वारा व्याक 
प्रतिबन्धकः | सिद्धसाधनं वु पश्चताविधट(क तया आश्रयासिदधेऽन्तर्भव 
तीति प्राञ्चः | निग्रहस्थानान्तरमिति नवीना 


न्या, बो, यस्येति | यस्य हेतोः साध्यामावः स च प्रमाणान्त 
रेण निश्चितः स बाधित इत्यथः | तथा च प्रात्यकिकसाध्य | 
साध्यानुमितिधतिबन्धः फलम्‌ | बाधितसाध्यकत्वद्धेतो 
इत्युच्यते ॥ इत्यनुमानपरिच्छेदः ॥ 


[५८ | 


उपमितिकरणसुपमानम्‌ | संज्ञासं्निसंबन्धज्ञानयुपमितिः। तत्क 
रणं साद्यज्ञानम्‌ | अतिदेशवाक्थाथेस्मरणमवान्तरव्यापारः । 
तथा हि 'कश्चिद्रवयज्ब्दाथमजानन्डुतां ्िदारण्यकपुरुषाद्वोसदश्ो 
गवय इति श्रुत्वा बनं गतो वाक्यार्थं सरन्गोसदश्ं पिण्ड 
प्यति | तदनन्तरमसौ गवयशब्दवाच्य इत्युपमितिरुत्पद्यते ॥ 


त, दी,.--उपमानं रक्षयति--उपमितीति ॥ 


1 ^ 8९०१ ० -जावचत्तया । tence. F omits the rest of the 
passage 


2 Th | 
The reading is that of N and 44 B D omit कञ्चित्‌ K adds 


Ni. A CLP omit sya: leav | ड 
ing इति Which then becomes | पुरुषः; ^ Dand Qread वाच्यम्‌ 
redundant. G J ४ Z omit gia | for अथम्‌. N bas पदाय for 


प्राञ्चः, A inserts न before | Waatae 

निद्यहः and M reads विमरस्था | 5 K Hadd वाक्यं alter इति 

नानन्तरम्‌ both of which are) 6 0 adds fafare alter WERT; 
reads साद्य शिष्ट and A and 


W सष्रदापिण्डं; J omits पिण्डि, 























clearly wrong. — | 
3QN and W omit this sen- 
७ 














५6 TRAE: [ sxor. 58 
न्या, a.— saa लक्षयति | उपमितिकरणमिति । उपमिति 
रक्षयति- स्ञा्॑ज्ञीति । संज्ञा पदं । संज्ञी पदाथः | तयोः संबन्ध 
संबन्ध्ञानमुपमितिरित्यथः | उपमानमतिदेश- 

क्यार्थस्मरणं व्यापारः । उपमितिः फलम्‌ | 
Hae गवयपदवाच्य इत्याकारकाट्धोसदशत्वावच्छिन्विरोष्यकगवय- 
पदवाच्यत्वप्रकारकं ज्ञानं जायते तदेव करणम्‌ ॥ इत्युपमानपरिच्छेदः ॥ 


[५९ ] 

MATT शब्द; | आप्तस्तु यथार्थवक्ता | वाक्यं पदसमूहः 
यथा 'गामानयेति। शक्तं पदम्‌। असखात्पदादयमर्थो बोद्धव्य इती 
MALT शक्तिः ॥ 

` त, दी.- शब्दं रक्षयति--आरेति' | पदरक्षणमाह--शक्तमिः 
ति । अर्समृत्यनुकरूलः पदपदार्थसंबन्धः शक्तिः | सा च पदाथौन्तरमिति 
मीमांसकाः | तन्निरासार्थमाह--अस्मादिति | डित्थादीनामिव घटादी- 
नामपि संकेत एव राक्तेः न तु पदाथान्तरमित्यथेः॥ गवादिशब्दानां जाता- 
वैव शक्तिर्विंरोषणतया जतिः प्रथममुपस्थितत्वात्‌ व्यक्तिाभस्त्वाकषेपादि- 
नां इति केचित्‌। तन्न । गामानयेत्यादौ "द्धव्यवहारात्सर्वत्ानयनदेर््यक्ता- 
चैव संभवेन जातिविरिष्टग्यक्तावेव शक्तेकस्पनात्‌ । शक्तेटश्च वृद्धन्यव- 
हारेण | व्युषिित्युबारो गामानयेदयत्तमवृद्धवाक्यश्रवणानृन्तरं मध्यमवृद्धस्य 
्रवृत्तिमुपरुभ्य गवानयनं च दृष्ट मध्यमवृद्धप्रबािजनकनज्ञानस्यान्व 
erat वाक्यजन्यत्वं निधित्याश्चमानय गां बधान इति वाक्यान्तर 
आवापेद्रापाभ्यां गोपदस्य गोत्वविरिष्टे शक्तर्चशब्दस्याश्चत्वविशिष्ट 
शक्तिरिति add | ननु स्त्र कायपरत्वाद्यवहारस्य कायेवाक्य एव 
्युतयतति्म सिद्धपर इति चेन्न । काञ्चयां त्रिुवनतिरुको मूपतिरित्यादे 


1 प्र omits this. Q adds शुं | च्छारूपसंकेतः 


















दुण्डेन after आनय 3 प and Q here add वाक्य 
2A B D and F insert इच्छा | लश्चयाति-वाक्येति 
after z°qT unnecessarily 4 F and Q have रद्ध त्यबरहारेण 


wore correctly reads goqy | 5 A and M read काद्या 








38९7. 59.] तर्कदीपिकया =naeiftea च afte: ` ५ 


सिद्धेऽपि व्यवहारात्‌ विकसितपदमे मधुकर ' इत्यादौ प्रसिद्रपदसममिग्मब- 
हारास्िद्धेऽपि मधुकरादिपदे ग्युत्पत्तिदशेना्च ॥ रक्षणापि शब्दवृत्तिः | 
रक्यसंबधो रक्षणा | गङ्गायां घोष इत्यत्र गङ्गापदवाच्यप्रवाहसंबन्धादेद 
तीरोपस्थितो तीरेऽपि शक्तिम कल्प्यते | सेन्धवादो ख्वणाश्वयोः परस्पर- 
संवन्धाभावान्नानासक्तिकल्यनम्‌॥ रक्षणा त्रिविधा | जदलक्षणाजदछक्ष 
णा जहदजहछ्छक्षणा चेति | यत्र वाच्याथेस्यान्वयामावस्तत्र जहती यथा 
मञ्चाः करोरन्तीति | यत वाच्याथस्यान्वयस्तत्राजहती यथा छत्रिणो ग- 
च्छन्तीति | यत्र वाच्यैकदेरात्यागेनैकदेान्वयस्तत्न जहदजहती यथा 
ततत्वमसीतिः। गौण्यपि लक्षणैव रक्षयमाणगुणसम्बन्धरूपा | अभिमोणवके 
इति ॥ व्यञ्लनापि राक्तेलक्षणान्तर्भूता | अथेाक्तिमूखा चानुमानादिनान्य- 
थासिद्धा ॥ 

ताल्ययीनुषपतिर्टश्षणावीजम्‌ | तत्मतीतीच्छयोचर्तितवं तात्परयम्‌ | 
तादयर्ज्ञानं च वाक्याथेज्ञाने देतु; | नानाथानुरोधात्तु प्रकरणादिकं 
तालथमराहकम्‌ । द्वारमित्यादौ CA शब्दाध्याहारः | नन्वथेजञाना्थ- 
त्वाच्छब्दस्यार्थमविनज्ञाय शब्दाध्याहारासंभवादथाध्याहार एव युक्तं इति 
चेन्न पदविरोषजन्यपदा्थोपध्थितेः चाब्दज्ञानहेतुत्वात्‌ | अन्यथा घटः 
कर्मत्वमानयनं HACIA शाब्दज्ञानप्रसङ्गात्‌ ॥ 

पङ्कजादिपदेषु योगरूढिः | अवयवशक्तिर्योगः | समुदायशक्ती रूढिः। 
नियतपद्मलज्ञानारथं समुदायदाक्तिः | अन्यथा कुसुदेऽपि प्रयोगप्रसङ्गः | 
इतरान्विते शक्तिरिति प्राभाकराः | अन्वयस्य वाक्याथेतया भानसं- 
मवादन्वयांरोऽपि शक्तिनं कल्पनीयेति गौतमीयाः ॥ 








1M NF and Qadd gua पिवति | correct one as it is supported 
after wget: but wrongly; J by Nil. = L Te ph before 
popplioe the ellipsis by Fat | SHNTETATT. ^ ५ 
more correctly. A reads सिद्ध TUES च part of the pre- 
fo न ment vious sentence. ए N and Q 
r प्रसिद्ध incorrectly. । त ` जव्दराक्तिषला before and 

2 © ४०५ adds सोऽयं देवदत्त इति च. | M पदृशक्तिश्ूला after अर्थङाकते- 
| । अला. ९ V 2 make the two 

3 The text of T D is here पण | 8606०००७ one. Y Z have श्ूत- 
doubtedly tampered with. ay त्‌ and aged ५ 
alone gives the reading adopt- | waa and ee war and 
ed, which seems to be the aay respectively. 





५२ तकं समहः [ शण. 59 


न्या, बो. शब्दं रक्षयति-- आनेति | पदज्ञानं करणम्‌ । वृत्ति 
तपदज्ञानजन्यपदार्थोपस्थितिव्योपारः । वाक्याथज्ञान शाब्द 
शक्तिनांम 
संकेतो नामिश्वरेच्छा सेव शाक्तिरित्यथः । शक्तिनिरूपकत्वमेव पदे 
शक्तत्वम्‌ | विषयतासंबन्धेन राक्त्याश्रयत्वमथं राक्यत्वम्‌ | शक्यसबन्धा 
sao । सा द्विविधा | गोणी शुद्धा चति | गाणा नाम सादर्यविशिष्ट- 
लक्षणा यथा सिंहो माणवक इत्यादौ सहपदस्य सिंहसादृश्यविशिष्टे 2 
क्षणा | Bare द्विधा जहछक्षणाजहटक्षणा चेति । रक्ष्यतावच्छेदक- 
लक्ष्यमात्रबोधिका TESA यथा गङ्गायां घोष इत्यल गङ्गापद- 
बाहसम्बन्धस्य तीरे सत्वात्‌ तादशचक्यसम्बन्धरूपरक्षणाज्ञानात्‌ 
गङ्गापदात्तीरोपस्थितिः । ष्यतावच्छेदक्येण रक्ष्य्क्योभय- 
मोधप्रयोजिकाजहद्छक्षणा | यथा काकेभ्यो दधि रक्ष्यतामित्यत्र काक- 
पदस्य दध्युपघातके क्षणा | रश्ष्यतावच्छेदकं दध्युपघातकत्वं तेन 
SAT दध्युपघातकानां काकबिडालकुक्कुटसारमेयादीनां शक्यरक््याणा 
सर्वेषां बोधात्‌ | जहदजह्छक्षणा वेदान्तिनां मते ॥ 


[ ६० | 
SET योग्यता संनिधिश्च वाक्याथ्ञानहेतुः। पदस्य 
दान्तरव्यतिरेकम्रयुक्तान्वयानयुभावकत्वमाकाङ्गा। अथवाधो 
योग्यता | पदानामविलम्बेनोचारणं संनिधिः ॥ 
न द Be 
gre ५७५० | विति SM Ad EET 
but they are absent in older | 


Mss. U prints them in brac- it = 
kets as an interpolation. 4 In the place of this short 


२ The reading is that of U प्र sentence 8 T and W have 
and K.K omits शक्तिनाम, and | शाक्यताबच्छेदकपरेत्यागेन व्यक्ति- 
T and W omit घटादिविङेष्यकः; | माजबोधनाजनहदजहटश्चषणा । इयं 
while C reads simply शक्ति | च लक्षणा जीवन्रह्मणोरेक्यं वदतां 
नानिश्वरेच्छा | सेव शक्तिरित्यर्थः । वेदान्तिनां सिद्धान्तरीत्या, 
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त, दी. आका्घेति । आकाङ्कादिज्ञानमित्यथ 
 दिज्रमाच्छाब्दञ्रमो न स्यात्‌। आका रक्षयति- पदस्येति ॥ योम्य- 
तारुश्चणमाह --अर्थेति ॥ संनिधिरुक्षणमाद-- पदानाम्‌^त अवि- 


aaa पदार्थँप्थितिः सनिधिः | उचारण g तदुपयोगितया एम ॥ 


न्या, बो.-आकाङ्घेति | अग्यवहितोत्तरत्वादिसंबन्धेन यत्पदे यत्पद 
ग्यतिरेकग्रयुक्तो AAMAS तत्पदे 
तादशाका्भज्ञानं शाब्दबोधे कारणम्‌ | अथोबाध 











इति | बाधाभावो योग्यतेत्यथः ॥ 
[६१ 
ARIUS SA वाक्यमप्रमाणम्‌ । यथा गौरश्वः पुरुषो 
हस्तीति न प्रमाणमाकाद्काविरहात्‌ | अभिना सिश्चेदितिन प्र 
माणं योग्यताविरहात्‌ | HEL ्रहेरेऽसदोचारितान गामानये 
त्यादिषदानि न प्रमाणं सांनिध्याभावात्‌ ॥ 


त्‌, दी.- गोर इति | घटः कर्मत्वमित्यनाकाह्कोदाहरणं FEA ॥ 


न्या, बो. अग्निना सिञ्चेदिति | अत्र सेककरणत्वस्य जसादि 
i धर्मस्य वद्यो बाधनिश्चयसत्त्वाच् तादशवाक्याच्छाब्दवोधः संभवति ॥ 
सिधि निरूपयति--असहोच्वारितानीति ॥ असटोचारितानि 
लन्बेनोचारितानि ॥ 

| aoe [ ६२1 
3 ara द्विविधम्‌ | वैदिकं SUE च । त्ेदिकमीश्रोक्तत्वा 
caesar प्रमाणम्‌ | लोकिकं ATT प्रमाण ` | अन्यदग्रमाणम्‌॥। 


त. She क्कव (नन 












: 24 ei 2 
॥ > . 1 ए prefixes यत्पद षिरोष्यक Sears 3 न perbaps 
| 30 पि rea a 
व्यवहित ‘ 
better 


२8 U and Where insert a long 
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व्ेदिकमौश्वरोक्तत्वादिति | ननु वेदस्यानादित्वात्तथर्ीश्वरोक्तत्व 
मिति चेन्न | वेदः पौरुषेयो वाक्यसमूहत्वाद्धारतादिवत्‌' । न च स्म्यमाण- 
कर्तैत्वसुपाधिः। गोतमादिभिः शिष्यपरंपरया वेदेऽपि कर्ृस्मरणेन' साध- 
नव्यापकत्वात्‌ । “ "तस्मात्तेपानात्रयो वेदा अजायन्त ' इति श्रुतेश्च ॥ 

ननु वर्णी नित्याः स एवायं गकारः इति प्रत्यमिज्ञाबलात्‌ । तथा च 
कथं वेदस्यानित्यत्वमिति चेन्न उत्पन्नो गकारो नष्टो गकार इति प्रतीत्या 
वणीनामनित्यत्वात्‌ ' सोऽयं गकार' इति प्रत्यभिज्ञाया सेऽयं दीपज्वाङेति 
व्‌^त्साजात्याम्बनत्वात्‌ वणानां नित्यत्वेऽप्यानुपूवीविरिष्टवाक्यस्या- 
नित्यत्वाच्च | तस्मादीश्वरोक्तो वेदः || मन्वादिस्मृतीनामाचाराणां च वेद्‌- 
मूखकतया प्रामाण्यम्‌ । स्मतिमूख्वाक्यानामिदार्नामनध्ययनात्तनमूलमूते 
काचिच्छाखोच्छिन्नेति कल्प्यते | ननु पठ्यमानवेदवाक्योत्सादस्य कल्य- 
यितुमश्चक्यतया विप्रकीणवादस्यायुक्तत्वाननित्यानुमेयो वेदो मूरमिति 
चेन्न । तथापि वणौनुपूरवीज्ञानाभावेन बोधकत्वासंभवात्‌॥ 

न्या, बो. - - वैदिकं लोकिकं चेति ॥ वैदिकं वेदवाक्यमित्यथः | 
इदमुपलक्षणम्‌ | वेदमूलकस्मत्यादीन्यपि आह्माणि । ठौकिंकमिति | 
वेदवाक्यभिच्मित्यथः*। आप्तत्वं प्रयोगदेतुभूते यथाथज्ञानवत््वम्‌ ॥ इति 
शब्दपरिच्छेदः ॥ 7 





faz | 
© ATU शाब्दज्ञानम्‌ | तत्करणं शब्दः ॥। 

त, दी.-नन्वेतानि पदानि स्वस्मारिताथसंसगेवन्ति आकाङ्कादिमत्य- 
दकदम्बकल्वात्‌ सद्राक्यवदित्यनुमानादेव संसगेज्ञानसंभवाच्छब्दो न प्र 
माणान्तरमिति चन्न | अनुमित्यपेक्षया शाब्दज्ञानस्य विरक्षणस शब्दात्म- 
येमीत्यनुव्यवसायसष्षिकस्य सवेसेमतत्वात्‌ ॥ | 
{स ००८ 0४०८०००५ इत्यनुमानेन | ^ २०९० सोऽयं दीप इति भत्याभि- 
Ga: 2 adds इत्यनु-  जानक्ज्नतत्यालन्बनत्वात्‌ . 

म्ानातः । 5 A and F have ayy ara for 
2 Areads कतुः स्मयमाण्त्वेन; ^ | तथापि, 

aug Seve सककत्वस्मरणेन | 6 K Rand V omit this sentence, 
3 Qinserts तपः before तेषानात्‌. | while 8 and W omit the next. 


4.Thisis the reading of L and | 
M: CJN PY 2 bave the | ¶ ए and © insert here गामानय 


same without सा before ज्ञात्या quga इति area” 
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नन्वथापत्तिरपि प्रमाणान्तरमस्ति ' पीनो देवदत्तो दिवा न 
इति दृष्टे श्रते वा पीनत्वान्यथानुपपत््या रात्रिमोजनमथोपत्त्या कर्प्यत 
इति चेन्न । देवदत्तो रात्रो भुङ्क्ते दिवाऽमुञ्जानत्वे सति पीनत्वादि 
त्यनुमानेनैव रात्रिभोजनस्य सिद्धत्वात्‌ | शते पञ्चाशदिति संभवो 
ऽप्यनुमानमेव | इह वटे यक्षस्ति्ठतीव्येतिद्यमज्ञातमृख्वक्तृकः शब्द एव | 
चेष्टापि शब्दानुमानद्वारा व्यवहारहेतुरिति न मानान्तरम्‌ | तस्मा- 
त्मत्यक्षानुमानोपमानशब्दाश्चतवार्येव प्रमाणानि ॥ 


सर्वेषां ज्ञानानां तद्वति तत्मकारकल्वं स्वतो आद्यं परतो वेति विचा- 
थते । तत्र विप्रतिपत्तिः । ज्ञानप्रामाण्यं तदप्रामाण्याग्राहकयावज्जञान्र 
माममीमराद् न वा | अत्र विधिकोटिः स्वतस्त्वम्‌ | निषेधकोटिः परत- 
सत्वम्‌ ॥ अनुमानग्राह्यत्वेन सिद्धसाधनतावारणाय य यावदिति | “ इद ज्ञान- 
मपरमेति " ज्ञानेन प्रामाण्यग्रहा्वाधवारणायाप्रामाण्या्राहकेति 














सत्वे न स्यादतस्तदिति । तस्मिन्परामाण्याश्रयेऽप्रामाण्यग्राहवं इत्यर्थः | 
 उदाहृतस्थले व्यवसयेऽपरामाण्यग्राहकस्याप्यनुव्यवसायं तदग्राहकल्वा- 
। ्तस्वसिद्धिः ॥ ननु स्वत एव प्रामाण्यं गृह्यते घटमहं जानार्मात्यनु 
त्वयोरिि तत्संबन्धस्यापि विषयीकरणात्‌ व्यवसाय- 
त्यासत्तेस्तल्यत्वात्‌ पुरोवर्तिनि प्रका प्रकारसंवन्धस्येव प्रमात्वपदाथत्वा- 
दिति चेन्न | भ्वतःग्ामाण्यग्रहे Sea प्रमा न वेत्यनभ्यासदशाया 
yaaa न स्यात्‌ । अनुव्यवसायन प्रामाण्यस्य निश्चितत्वात्‌ | 
स्मातस्वतामा्लत्वामावात्परतो आद्यत्वम्‌। तथा हि । प्रथमं जलन्ञानानन्तर 
वृत्तो सत्यां जरुलामे सति Galera जरक्ञानं भरमा समथमृत्तिजन 
कत्वात्‌ aaa तन्नवम्‌ यथाप्रमा इति व्यतिरेकिणा Tare निश्चीयते | 









1 Ahere adds अनपलन्धिर्न मान | fluous, as अतपलस्धि has already 
wi परिशेषोपि अनुमाय्येव, ०५५ | once been referred to, while 
the words seem to be spurious | it is doubtful whether qigarq 
as no other copy contains | is recognized as an independ 
the They are also super । proof, 
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द्वितीयादिजञनेषु Taree तत्सजातीयत्वलि्ञनान्वयव्यतिरेकि 


णापि wad ॥ 

प्रमाया गुणजन्यत्वमुलयत्तो परतस्त्वम्‌ | प्रमाऽसाधारणकारणं गुणः | 
अप्रमाऽसाधारणकारणं दोषः । तत्र Haat विंशेषणवद्विशष्यरसनिकषा 
गुणः अनुमितौ व्यापकवति व्याप्यज्ञानं उपमितो यथाथसाद्यज्ञन 
ज्ञाब्दज्ञाने यथाभयोम्यताज्ञानम्‌ इत्याचहनीयम्‌ । पुरोवतिनि प्रकारा- 
भावस्य व्यवसायेनानुपस्थितत्वादप्रमाल्वं परत एव गह्यते Matt 
दोषजन्यत्वादुत्त्तौ परतस्त्वम्‌ ॥ 

ननु सधैज्ञानानां यथाथैत्वादयथारथ्ञानमेव नालि । न च “ शक्ता 
विदं रजतमिति ` ज्ञाना्मवृत्तिद्नादन्यथाख्यातिसिद्धिरिति वाच्यम्‌ | 
रजतस्मृतिपुरोवतिं्ञानाभ्यामेव प्रवृत्तिसंभवात्‌ उपस्थतेषटभदाग्रह येव 
aig waited नेदं रजतमित्यादावतिप्रसङ्गामावादिति चेन्न | aa 
रजतस्थके पुरोव्िविशेष्यकरजतव्वप्रकारकक्ञानस्य | STAT 
जनकतया शक्तावपि रजता्थिपरवृत्तिजनकत्वेन वििष्टजञानस्थैव 
करूपनात्‌ ॥ 





[ ६४] 
अयथाथीलुभवसिविधः संश्चयविपर्थयतकमेदात्‌ । एकस्मि 
Saat 'विरुदधनानाधर्वैरिष्टयावगादि ज्ञानं संशयः | यथा 
खाणुवौ gen वेति | मिथ्याज्ञानं विपयंयः । थथा शुक्ताविदं 
रजतमिति । व्याप्यारोपेण व्यापकारोपस्तकैः यथा यदि वहिः 
म स्यात्तं धूमोऽपि न स्यादिति ॥ 

त. दी.-अयथाथानुमवं विभजते-अयथार्थेति। स्वम्रस्य मानसविप- 
येयरूपतवा्न त्रेविध्यविरोधः ॥ संशयलक्षणमाद-एकस््मिन्निति । ‹ घर- 
पटाविति समूहारम्बनेऽतिव्या्िवारणाय एकेति | धो द्रव्य मित्यादाव- 
' ) ज्ञानेभ, while B J read °/alare- 
जानम्‌. E differs from all in 
giving विरुद्धनानाकोटिकं ज्ञानम्‌. 
2X has gay arg: स्याता 

| Piatt स्यात्‌, 






॥ 





1 (€ passage is variously 
worded in different copies. | 
The reading in the text is | 
that of ABDFU and ॐ. 0... 
©GHQ and W have ववेश - 
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तिव्यासिवारणाय विरुद्धेति | ‘ पटलत्वविरुद्धघरत्ववानि ` ल्यत्रातिग्यापति 
वारणाय नानेति ॥ विपर्ययरक्षणमाह-मिथ्येति | तदभाववति तद 
कारकनिश्चय इत्यर्थः ॥ तर्क रक्षयति-- व्याप्येति | यपि तर्को 
विपर्येऽन्तमवति तथापि प्रमाणानुम्राहकत्वाद्धेदेन कीतेनम्‌ ॥ 
बो,- यथा्थानुमवं निरूप्यायथाथनुमवं विभजत-- 
देना । एकेति । एकधमावच्छिन्नविशेष्यतानिरूपितभावा 
भावद्रयक<क९र4 सिद्ध स्थाणु 
त्यत्र स्थाणत्वस्थाणुत्वाभावपुरुषत्वपुरुषत्वाभावका टक aaa इत्यथैः 
विपयैयो नाम अम इत्यथः ॥ व्याप्यारोपेणेति | तक व्याप्यस्य व्या- 
पकस च '्व्यतिरेकनिश्चयः कारणम्‌ । अन्यथावाधनिश्चयाभाव इषटा- 


पत्तिदोषे HST: ॥ 












[६५ | 


स्मतिरपि दिविधाः। यथा्थायथाथां च । प्रमाजन्या यथाथ। | 





त, दी, स्मतिं विभजत -स्मृतिरिति ॥ 
[ ६& | 
वेदनीयं सुखम्‌ ॥ 


4 It is impossible to ascertain 
but as besides 8 T it 18 found | the true reading of this and 
‘n RB also in a slightly different the next passage. A B CH 
form, it is retained The sent-| J Uand च together with 9. C. 
ence as it stands 18 both 8 and प्र. प्र. agree in reading 2q- 
and R is corrupt and is there- | कृलवेदनांय and प्रतिक्रलवेदनीयं ° 
fore amended as above. 5 respectively; while the other 
reads which is variants अनुच्लतया 2nd प्रतिं 
not intelligible, while R inserts | द्रलतया वेदनीयं are found in 
एक before last कोटिक quite DEG ४ as well as Nil. I 
superfluously have adopted the latter as be- 
_ 20 and W read बाध for व्यतिरेक. | ing grammatically more cor- 
3 35 HJ K omit ददिविधा ५५ | २६०४, and being supported by 
join the two sentences K adds the high authority of Nil 


इतिं aiter च्छ 
| > 


= 








—— रर 


10 K V omit “this sentence, | 
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त. दी. सुसं रक्षयति-- सर्वेषामिति । सुख्यहमित्यायनुव्यव- ` 


सायगम्यं सुखत्वादिकमेव रक्षणम्‌ | यथाशृतं तु खङ्पकथनमिति 
द्रष्टव्यम्‌ ॥ 

न्या. बो. सुखं निरूपयति-सर्वेषामिति | इतरेच्छाऽनधीनेच्छा- 
विषयत्वमिति निष्कर्षः | यथाश्रुतेऽनुकूलत्वप्रकारकवेद नाविंशेष्यत्वस्य 
घटोऽनुकरूल इत्याकारकन्ञानदञ्ायामनुकूरत्वप्रकारकन्ञान विशेष्यत्वस्य घ- 
टादावपि स््वाद्धटादावतिव्या्िरिति निष्छृष्टलक्षणसुक्तम्‌ । भोजना- 
दावतिव्याप्तिवारणायेतरेच्छानधीनेच्छाविशेषणम्‌ | सुखेच्छायाः सुख- 
त्वपरकारकज्ञानमातरजन्यत्वात्‌ ॥ 


nak | ६७ | 
सर्वेषां प्रतिकूलतया वेदनीयं दुःखम्‌ ॥ 


न्या, बो.- दुःखं निरूपयति-- प्रतिक्ूलेति । अत्रापीतरदरेषान- 
धीनद्रेषविषयत्वमिति निष्कृष्टलक्षणम्‌ | द्वेषविषयत्वमावोक्तो स्पादावपि 
्रेषविषयत्वसच््वात्तत्रातिन्या्िवारणायेतद्रेषानधीनेति द्वेषविरेषणम्‌ । 
सर्षजन्यदुःखाद दवेषात्सपद्रेष इति ais सजन्यदुःखद्रेषजन्यत्वा- . 
दन्यद्वेषानधीनद्रेषविषयत्वरूपरक्षणस्य स्पादावसत्वान्नातिव्यापि 
फलेच्छोपायेच्छां प्रति कारणं । अतः फलेच्छावरादुपायेच्छा मवति | एवं 
फरुद्रेषादुपायद्रेषः ॥ 





443 

इच्छा कामः II | 

waren 4९1 
क्रोधोदवेषः॥ ` 
: त [ ७० ] 
कृतिः प्रयत्नः ॥ र 

2 
विहितकर्मजन्यो TA ॥ 


-.___ _-- ~~ ~~~] ~~~ ~~~ ~~~ कयः =. 7 se! = - 


1 ह inserts यण after "ज्ञन्यः unnecessarily. 





‘ad! 


हि 4१07. 75.) तकैदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहित ५९ 
: [७२] ` ; 





[ ७४ ] 


ुद्धच्छाप्रयत्ना "द्विविधाः | नित्या अनित्याश्च | नित्या Sy. 


` रस्य । अनित्या जीवस्य ॥ 


| [७५ | 
: षः nt भावना `स्थितिस्थापकथेति बेगः 
मनोवृत्तिः | अनुभवजन्या समृतिहेतुभावनात्म 








` मात्रवृ्तिः | अन्यथा कृतस्य पुनस्तद वस्थापादक स्थितिस्थापक 





त, दी. संस्कारं विभजते- संस्कार इति । 
न्स्कारः | वेगस्थाश्रयमाह-- वेग इति । १ वेगलजातिमान्वेग 






नुभवध्वेसेऽतिम्या्तिवारणाय स्मृतेरपि संस्कारजनकल्वं नवी 
नैरुक्तम्‌ ॥ स्थितिस्थापक लक्षयति--अन्यथेति ॥ संख्यादयोऽ्टो नैमि- 
त्तकटवत्वेवेगस्थितिस्थापकाः सामान्यगुणाः । अन" रूपादयो विरेष- ` 
~ 

1 Cand X read आत्मनो यि ङेष 3 0 K read स्थितस्थापक 


and K आत्मनि विडहोष D omits | 4 E J X have वेगाख्यः; DG x 
चिरोष | insert न्ना ०९८ मनः; 











चिः 


sey का WX omit fafa | 59 read तादवस्थ्यापादकः; ' 
and join the two sentences | ५ 8. C. ४४९७ तद्वत्स्याप्रक 
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गुणाः । द्रन्यविभाजकोपाधिद्रयसमानाधिकरणावृ्त-द्रव्यकमव्त्ति-जा- 
तिमच्वं विशेषगुणत्वम्‌ ॥ 

न्या, बो.- संस्कारं विभजते-- संस्कार इति | भावनां रक्षयति। 
अनुभवेति । अनुमवजन्यत्वे सति स्मृतिदेतुत्वं भावनाया रक्षणम्‌ | 
अत्रानुभवजन्यत्वे सतीति विरेषणानुपादाने आत्ममनःसंयोगेऽतिव्याि- 
रात्ममनःसंयोगस्य ज्ञानमात्र प्रत्यसमवायिकारणवतेन स्मरति प्रत्यपि 
कारणत्वादतस्तदुपादानम्‌ । आत्ममनःसंयोगस्यानुभवजन्यत्वाभावान्ना- 
तिव्याप्तिः | तावन्मात्रे कृतेऽनुभवध्वंसेऽतिव्यापिः ध्वंसं प्रति प्रतियोगिनः 
कारणत्वेनानुमवध्वसस्याप्यनुभवजन्यत्वात्‌ | अतः स्मतिहेतुत्वोपादानम्‌ | 
अनुमवध्वेसे स्मृतिहेतुत्वाभावान्नातिव्यापिः ॥ 

( ७६ ) 

चलनात्मकं TH | उष्वंदेशसंयोगहेतरुतकषेपणम्‌ | अधोदेश- 
संयोगदेतुरपक्षेपणम्‌ | शरीरसनिङ्ष्टसंयोगहेतुराकुश्वनम्‌ | विग्र- 
PHAM: प्रसारणम्‌ । अन्यत्सवं गमनम्‌ । पृथिव्यादिचतु- 
एयमनोमात्रब्त्ति ॥ 

त, दी.--क्मेणो लक्षणमाह चलनेति | Sansa कार्थ ` 
भेदमाह ऊर्ध्वेति | शरीरेति | वक्रत्वसंपाद्वं ्‌ | लुता 
aah प्रसारणमित्यथेः ॥ 








( ७७ ) 
नित्यमेकमनेकायुगतं सामान्यम्‌ | TTT | तद्‌द्विविधं 


प्रापरभेदात्‌ | परं सत्ता | अपरं द्रव्यत्वादिः* ॥ 
1 Instead of STEAL Nhas| ए and W omit the whole 
खणडत्ति. £ adds खण after जाति- | sentence. 
मत. Other copies omit the | 5 CEG J QU X and W omit 
word altogether, but wrongly. तदादिविधं परापरमभेदात्‌. X has 
2 K adds तत्पञ्वात्रेधम, ee = Gerd ares : 
3A BDhave छारीरस्यः एप. X ००.००८ परमाधेकड्ात्ते । ब: 
क न्युनत्ति । Hhas परमपरं चेति 
insert छरीर before विपङ्क also त परापरभेदात्‌ == a — 
in the next sentence. for परापरमभेदात्‌ , ४००० द्रव्ययुण- 
4K omits माज; G J add eg EAs ABDFinsert जातिः 
after afm, Perhaps better; Q before द्रव्यत्वादिः. | 








seor. 79.) तकैदीपिकया न्यायबोधिन्या च सहितः ६१ 


त, दी. सामान्यं लक्षयति-- नित्यमिति । संयोगादावतिन्या- 
Rana नित्यमिति | परमाणुपस्मिणादावतिव्या्षिवारणाय-अने- 
केति | अनुगतत्वं समवेतत्वं | तेन नामावादावतिन्यापिः ॥ 

न्या, बो.- सामान्यं निरूपयति- नित्यमेकमिति | नित्यत्व 
सल्नेकसमवेतत्वं सामान्यलक्षणमित्यथंः । नित्यत्वविरोषणानुपादाने 
सयोगादावतिन्याधषिस्तत्राप्यनेकद्रव्यसमवेतत्वख सत्त्वात्‌ तद्वारणाय नि- 
त्यत्वोपादानम्‌ | अनेकसमवेततवानुपादान आकाशादावतिव्याधिस्तद्वार- 
णायानेकसमवेतत्वविरेषणम्‌ | अनेकत्वानुपादान आकारशगतेकलत्वपरि- 
माणादो जर्परमाणुरूपादौ चातिव्यािर्जलादिपरमाणुगतरूपादेराका- 
शागतेकल्परिमाणादर्नित्यत्वात्समवेतत्वाच्च । अतोऽनेक इति समवेत 
विरेषणम्‌ ॥ | 
७८| 


नितयदरव्यवृत्तयो व्यावतंका विशेषाः ॥ 

त्‌. दी.- विशेषं रक्षयति- नित्येति ॥ 

न्या. बो. -नित्यद्रव्यवृत्तय इति | नित्यद्रवयेषु॒परमाण्वादिषु 
वमाना; | अत एव व्यावर्तका इतरभेदानुमितिहेतवः । नित्यद्रव्य- 
न्ित्वरूपपक्षधर्मताप्रयोज्येतरमेदानुमापकशाखिन say" || 

[ ७९ ] 

निलसंबन्धः समवायः। अयुतसिद्धवृत्तिः। ययोद्वयोमेध्य एकम्‌- 
वनदयदपराभितमेवावतिषटते तावयुतसिद्धौ | यथावयवावयविनं 
गुणगुणिनौ करिय्रियान्तो SUT विसेषनिलयदरने चति ॥ 











9 | | ऋ य 9 7 ॥ 











5 








1N 0 thissentence afterthe | यस्य परमाणवः आकारादिपश्चकं , 
next, omitting आदि Other नित्यद्रत्याणि | 
copies except A J Y¥ 0 she | 4 This is ॐ portion of a 
sentence altogether. Y omits | long abstruse passage in W 
the next sentence. Q and F | not found in other Mss, 
insert चचटात्यन्ताभावो घडटायनु- . me 
त at We हन | 5A B E J omit आबिनच्यत्‌ 
lal be ia oe rah hich is however necessary 
नाभावा ष , 15 8; © नौ क 
Tar’, [४5 र 
2 The passage is variously read | 6E G J only insert यथा; but 
by KR V र ए and W. Mss. | their reading has been adopted 
Cand भ end here. एव after | as making the sentence more 
3EG H ह add अनताएव OO grammatical. 


विजेः; X adds प्रथिव्यादेचतु- | 








४३९  तकेसंग्रहः [ 307, 79 


त्‌, दी. समवायं रक्षयति- नित्येति । संयोगेऽर्तन्या्िवार- ` 


णाय निलयेति | आकाशादावतिव्या्षिवारणाय संबन्ध इति | अयु- 
तसिद्धरक्षणमाह--ययोरिति | नीको घट इति विरिष्टप्रतीतिर्विशेषण- 
Saar विरिष्टमत्ययत्वादण्डीति प्रत्ययवदिति समवाय- 
सिद्धिः | अवयवावयविनाविति । द्रव्यसमवायिकारणमवयवः । तजन 
यद्रव्यमवयवि ॥ | 
न्या, बो.- समवायं निरूपयति नित्येति | संबन्धत्वं विरिष्ट- 
परतीतिनियामकलतवम्‌। तावन्मात्रोक्तौ सयोगेऽतिव्यापिरतो निव्येति विशे 
` षणम' || यथोर्भध्य इति | यचनिष्ठकाख्निरूपिताधेयतासामान्यं यदव- 
च्छिन्नं तदुभयान्यतरत्वमयुतसिद्धत्वमित्यथेः ॥ 


( <° ) 
अनादिः सान्तः प्रागभावः | उत्पत्तेः TT कायैख | सादिरन 
न्तः प्रध्वंसः | उत्पत्यनन्तरं कार्यस्य | त्रकालिकसंसगावच्छिन 
प्रतियोगिताकोऽत्यन्ताभावः। यथा भृतठे षटो नास्तीति | तादा- 
ताक भावः यथा षटःषटो ` 








न भवतीति ॥ 

° त, दी.- प्रागभावं रक्षयति-अनादि रिति | आकाशादावतिव्या- 
TAR सान्त इति | घटादावतिव्यासिवारणाय-अनादिरिति | प्रति- 
योगिसमवायिकारणवृत्तिः प्रतियोगिजनको भविष्यतीति व्यवहारहेतुः 
प्रागभावः ॥ प्रध्वंसं रक्षयति-- सादिरिति | षरादावतिव्या्षिवारणाय- ` 
-अनन्त इति | आकाशादावतिव्याक्षिवारणाय - सादिरिति ॥ प्रतियोगि 
जन्यः प्रतियोगिसमवायिकारणवत्तिष्यस्तव्यवहारहेतुध्वंसः || Aad 
भाव रक्षयति- त्रैकालिकेति ॥ अन्योन्याभवेतिव्या्तिवारणाय स 
सगौीवच्छिन्नेति । ध्वंसप्रागभावयोरतिव्यापिवारणाय तेकालिकेति ॥ ` 
अन्योन्यामावं रक्षयति तादात्म्येति | प्रतियोगितावच्छेद्कारोप्य- , 


1 8 T and W omit this sentence | 2 Qand U omit भवतिं 
and E.R, omit the next 




















sect. 80.] तकंदीपिकया न्यायवोधिन्या च सहितः 

देवदत्ताभावो दण्डयमाव इति प्रतीत्या विचिष्टामावः : । एकसत्त्वे 
द्रौ न स्त इति प्रतीत्या द्वित्वावच्छिन्नोऽमावः | संयोगसंबन्धेन घटवति 
समवायसंबन्धेन घटाभावः | तत्तद्धटाभावाद्धटत्वावच्छिननप्रतियोगिक 
सामान्यामावश्चातिरिक्तः ॥ एवमन्योन्यामावोऽपि | घटत्वावच्छन्नः 
पटो नास्तीति व्यथिकरणध्मावच्छिन्रयतियोगिताकामावो नाङ्गीकि- 
यते | पटे घटत्वं नास्तीति तस्यार्थः | अतिरिक्तत्वे स केवलान्वयी | 


. 
॥ | (की, 


2119 Le 















सामथिकाभावोऽत्यन्ताभाव एव समयविशेषे प्रतीयमानः | षटाभाव- 
वति घटानयनेऽव्यन्तामावस्यान्यत्र गमनाभविऽप्यप्रतीतेधटापसरणे सति 
प्रतीतिः । भूते धटसषयोगप्रागमावग्रधवंसयोरत्यन्तामावप्रतीतिनियामक- 





त्वं कल्प्यते | घटवति तत्सयोगप्रागभावप्रध्वसयोरसच्वादत्यन्तामावस्या- 


प्रतीतिः | घटापसरणे च सयोगध्वससच्वासपरतीतिरिति | HAST 
करणादेव नास्तीति व्यवहारोपयत्तावभावो न Tara गुरवः । 
तन्न | अमावानङ्गीकरे केवर्यस्य निवेक्तुमशक्यत्वात्‌ | अभावाभावो 
भाव एव नातिरिक्तः अनवस्थाप्रसङ्गात्‌ | ध्वसप्रागभावः प्रागभावध्वसश्च 
परतिोम्येवः | अभावामावोतिरिक्त एव॒ तृतीयामावस्य प्रथमाभिावरू म 
त्वान्नानवखेति नवीनाः ॥ ` 6 


न्या. बो. प्रागभावे निरूपयति अनादिरिति | ध्वंसं निरूपयति 








1 A’s reading is corrupt and | Padds केवलदं बदत्तसद्ध ऽपि द्‌- 
makes no sense. The reading | weTara दण्ड्यभावः ; all other 





|, 1 


of J has been adopted as the 
most intelligible: although 


even with it the passage 18 | 


vague. N ए Y Q and £ agree 
with J but omit अपि; W bas 


भिन्नत्वं for age 


been tampered with. The read- 


ing ofA J is retained in the 
text, as being. most probably | 
the original. After: दण्ड्यभावः | 


The passage seems to have | 


copies read देषदृत्ताभावात्‌, 904 
some of them omit the follow- 
ing words up to प्रतीत्या 

| $0LM N ए Z omit the word 
 gfaaratare, which however 


| ॥ १ ६ ॥ ॥ ° 
| makes no difference of Sense as 
both expressions are common. 


| 4.N F and Q add इति प्राञ्चः after 






एव, but the words seem to be 
interpolated. 








६४ arene [ sxor. 80. 
` सादिरिति | अत्यन्ताभावं निरूपयति -- त्रैकालिकेति ॥ अन्योन्या- 
भावं निरूपयति-- तादात्म्येति ॥ 

[८१ 

सर्वेषां पदार्थानां यथायथगुक्तष्वन्तभौवात्सतैव Tea इति 
सिद्धम्‌ ॥ 

त, दी. ननु प्रमाण--प्रमेय-तंशय-प्रयोजन-दष्टान्त-सिद्धान्ता- 
वयव-तर्क-निर्णय-वाद-जल्प-वितण्डा हेत्वाभास-च्छर-जाति- निग्रहस्था- 
नानां तत्वज्ञानानिश्रेयसाधिगम इति ara षोडदापदाथोनामुक्त- 
त्वात्कथं saad आह- सर्वेषामिति. | सर्वेषां स्तस्वेवान्तभोव 
इत्यथ आत्मदारीरेद्धियार्थमनोवुद्धिमवृ्तिदोषमरेत्यभावफर्दुःखाप- 
ante प्रमेयमिति greats प्रमेयम्‌ | प्रवृ्तिधमीधर्मो | रागद्वेषमोहा 
दोषाः | राग इच्छा | द्वेषो मन्युः | मोहः रारीरादावात्मश्रमः | 
्रत्यमावो मरणम्‌ | फठं भोगः । अपवर्गो मोक्षः । स च खसमाना- 
धेकरणद :खपरागभावासमानकाीनदु aa: | प्रयोजनं Ta दुःख- 
हानिश्च | दृष्टान्तो महानसादिः | प्रामाणिकत्वेनाभ्युपगतोऽथेः सि- 
द्धान्तः | नि्णेयो निश्चयः | स च भमाणफलम्‌ । ततत्ववुभुत्सोः कथा वादः। 
उभयसाधनवती विजिगीषुकथा जल्पः | स्वपक्षस्थापनहीना वितण्डा | 
कथा नाम नानावक्तकः पूर्वोत्तरपक्षप्रतिपादकवाक्यसदभः | अमिप्रा- 
यान्तरेण प्रय॒क्तस्याथीन्तर THA दूषणं छलम्‌। qatar जातिः | सा- 






त्यत्तिसंरायप्रकरणहेत्वथोपत्त्यविरोषोपपत्त्युपरढ्भ्यनुपरुड्धिनित्यानित्य 
का्यीकायसमा जातयः | वादिनोऽपजयहेतुर्मि्रहस्थानम्‌ । प्रतिज्ञा- 
हानिः प्रतिज्ञान्तरं प्रतिज्ञाविरोधः प्रतिज्ञासंन्यासो हेत्वन्तरम्‌ अथौ 


E एव, after स्वंषांः they also 


insert qq after उक्तेषु. 
3 This is the reading of C G J 


LP श 2, A. 098 खखं दुःखं 





18 T U and W omit this, ex- 
cept जचैकाटिकाति, and instead 
of it give a long passage 
which is not found in other 
copies, 

3 JK Q and W insert अवि. and 





 । त reads प्रातिः after gw 





वण्यावण्यविकल्पसाध्यप्राप््यप्रािप्रसङ्गप्रतिदृष्टान्ता- 


gtrasq which makes no sense. — 





sxor, 81.] तकैदीपिकया न्यायवबोधिन्यां च सहितः ay 


न्तरं निरर्थकं अविज्ञाता्थकं अपार्थकं अप्राप्तकारं न्यूनं अधिकं पुनरुक्तं 
अननुभाषणं अज्ञानं अप्रतिभाविक्षेपः मतानुज्ञा पर्यनुयोज्योपिक्षणं 
निरनुयोज्यानुयोगः अपसिद्धान्तः देत्वामासश्च निग्रहस्थानानि । रेष 
सुगमम्‌ ॥ 
ननु करतलानरसंयोगे सत्यपि प्रतिबन्धके सति aerate: शक्तिः 
पदाथीन्तरमिति चेन्न | प्रतिबन्धकामावस्य कार्यमात्रे कारणत्वेन | 












नपयोगात्‌ कारणस्यैव राक्तिपदाथतवात्‌ | ननु भस्मादिना BIA 





पदार्थत्वात्‌ | 

स्वत्वमपि न पदार्थान्तरम्‌ | यथेष्टविनियोगयाीग्यत्वस्य AAT 
त्वात्‌ | तदवच्छेदकं च प्रतिग्रहादिब्धलवमेवेति 

अथ विभिनिरूप्यते | प्रयलजनकचिकीषाजनकक्ञानविषयो विधिः | 
तल्मिपादको ल्डादिवी | FATA प्वृत्यदञचनात्‌ कतिपराध्यता- 
जञानं cadet । न च विषभक्षणादौ प्रव्िप्रसङ्गः | इष्टसाधनतारि- 
ककृतिसाध्यताज्ञानसख काम्यस्थरे Medias च विहित- 
कालजीविखनिमित्तकक्ञानजन्यस्येव* प्रवतेकत्वात्‌ | न चाननुगमः स्व्‌ 
वेरोषणवत्ताप्रतिसधानजन्यतस्यानुगतत्वादिति गुरवः । तन्न | लाघवेन 
कृतिसाघ्येष्टसाधन्‌ताज्ञानस्थेव Gatien waa ।न च 
नित्ये इष्टसाधनत्वामावादपृततिपसङ्गसतरापि त्यवायपरिदारस्य पाप- 
क्षयस्य च फलत्वकद्पनात्‌ | तस्माछृतिसा येष्टसाधनत्वमेव 
ननु “ ज्योतिष्टोमेन स्वगेकामो यजेत _ इत्यत fee स्वरगसाधनकाय 


it is superfluous. ` P wrongly 









1G reads ुद्धिदङानात्‌ शनात्‌ द्धिः प- | ` 
रि ४ । | separate ज्ञानि from “प्राध्यता 


 . दार्थान्तरमिति चेन्न 
9 A P read प्त्यत्राप for Wart, | and join it to प्रवर्तकम्‌ which 


which is wrong M has Qie- | 
ara which is 1. 2 पण5- | ©, MN 9 द्‌ put this be- 
take for qaid | fore नित्यनैमित्तिक नैमित्तिकः. ^ and. Q 
, ,3 इ and -0 add sfaarea Tait | have नजन्यत्वस्यः i 
चसानात after प्रचत्यदडचत्ि but | doubtful 





makes no sense 
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प्रतीयते । यागस्यादाविनाशिनः काटान्तरभाविस्वगेसाधनत्वायोगात्त- 
ara स्थायिकार्यूर्वमेव feat: ॥ कायं कृतिसाध्यम्‌ | कृते 
सविषयत्वात्‌ | विषयाकाङ्कायां यागो ` विषयत्वेनान्वेति | कस्य BA 
मितिः नियोज्याकाह्भमयां स्वशकामपदं नियोज्यपरतयान्वेति । कायै 
बोद्धा Rasa: | तेन ` ज्योतिष्टोमनामकयागविषयकं स्वगेकामस्य 
कामिति aaa: संपद्यते | वैदिकलिङ्त्वात्‌ः “« यावज्जीवमभिदोत्र 
जुहुयात्‌ ” इति नित्यवाक्येऽप्यपूयमेव वाच्य॑कटप्यते । “ आरोभ्य- 
कामो भेषजपानं कुर्यात्‌ `” इत्यादौ टोकिंकरिडः क्रियाकार्य रक्षणेति 
चेन्न । यागस्याप्ययोग्यतानिश्चयामावेन साधनतया प्रतीत्यनन्तरं तननिव- 
हा्थमवान्तरव्यापारतया अपूर्वैकल्पनात्‌ । कीर्तनादिनानाराश्ुतेन' 
यागध्व॑सो व्यापारः | रोकव्युत्पत्तिवलाक्तियायामेव कृतिसाध्येष्टसाध- 
aa Re बोध्यत इति Sear रूपेण विध्यथ॑त्वम्‌ आख्यातत्वेन 
प्रयतनाथकत्वम्‌ | पचति पाकं करोतीति विवरणददीनात्‌ कं करोतीति 
“92 पचर्तात्यत्तरा्ाख्यातस्य प्रयलार्थकत्वनिश्चयात्‌ । रथो गच्छती 

त्यादावनुकूलब्यापारे लक्षणा “ देवदत्तः पचति तण्डुलान्देवदन्तेन पच्यते 
ves: इत्यत्र कर्ठैकर्भणोर्नाख्याताथत्वं किंतु ॒तद्वतेकत्वादीनामेव 
तयोराक्षेपादेव खामः | प्रजयतीत्यादौ धातोरेव प्रकर्षं शक्तिः| उप- 
सगणं द्योतकत्वमेव | न तत्र शक्तिरस्ति ॥ 





पदार्थज्ञानस्य परमं प्रयोजने मोक्षः | तथा दि । आत्मा वा AY द्रष्टव्य 
. श्रोतव्यो मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यः" इति श्रुत्या श्रवणादनामास्म- 
साक्षात्कारहेतत्ववाधनात्‌ | FA देहादिविरक्षणात्मज्ञान AAA 

| त॒ मननोपयोगिपदाथ 


त्वात्‌, 2 वैदिकनचिङ्गत्वात्‌, ९11 of 
which appear to be wrong 
4 This is the reading of Q J 











1 AJZ omit आद 

2A reads wrongly आन्वितस्य 
4 कार्यमिति wri fe for areata Coe 2 : कायं- 
मिति 





while A reads करोतनादिना न 
both of which make no 


sense: L M F are also corrupt 


3 This is the reading of J N 
AP have वैरि L 


वोदकारिडन्वात्‌, M वैदिकाणिद्ग- 








N पइ and 2 read नाऽनाडा ,, 





, 


a a ज + जा 


त्वन्य - न कर्स 


पे 


| 


| । 
|' 
| 
| 
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PRUE WAM मोक्षोपयोगः । तदनन्तरं श्र्युपदिष्टयोगवि- 
धिना निदिध्यासने कृते तदनन्तरं देहादिविरश्षणात्मसाक्षात्कारे सति 
देहादावहमभिमानरूपमिथ्याज्ञाननाशे सति दोषाभावादवृत््यभावे ध- 
माधर्मयोरभावाजन्मामवि  पूरवेधरमाधरमयोरनुभवेन नाशे चरमद्‌:खध्वंस- 
लक्षणो मोक्षो जायते । ज्ञानमेव मोक्षसाधनं मिथ्याज्ञाननिवृचेज्ञानमाल- 
साध्यत्वात्‌ “ तमेव विदित्वातिमृ्युमेति नान्यः पन्था विद्यतेऽयनाय ” 
इति साधनान्तरनिषेधाच | ननु “ तस्परापिदेरविज्ञाने कम चोक्तं महा- 
मुने "` इति कर्मणोऽपि मोक्षसाधनत्वस्मरणज्ज्ञानकर्मणोः समुचय इति 
चेन्न |“ नित्यनेमित्तिकैरेव कुर्वाणो दुरितक्षयम्‌ । ज्ञानं च विमलीकुव्न- 
भ्यासेन च पाचयेत्‌ | अभ्यासात्यक्विन्ञानं केवलस्य Ba नरः'” इत्या 
दिना कर्मणो ज्ञानसाधनत्प्रतिपादनात्‌ | AAA करम॑मोक्षसाधनं न 
GIG | तस्मालदारथ्ञानस्य मोक्षः परमं प्रयोजनमिति स्वै रमणीयम्‌ ॥ 

इति श्रीमद्रेतविचाचार्य-शरीमद्राघवसोमयानजिकुरावतस-श्रीमत्तिर 
मलाचार्यवर्यस्य सू नुनाऽन्नभडन कृता स्वक्ृेततकंसंग्रहस्य दीपिका 
agar ॥ 

न्या, बो. सर्वेषामिति । प्रमाणपरमयसशयप्रयोजनदषटान्तसि 
द्र न्तावयवतर्कन्छियवादजल्पवितण्डित्वाभासच्छलजातिनिग्रहस्थानाना 
तच्चज्ञानानिःश्रेयसाधिगम इति मे सूत्र उक्तानां प्रमाण- 
प्रमेयादीनामिलथः | विस्तरस्तवन्यत्रानुसंधेयः. 














1 After साश्चात्‌ ७ V add तदुक्त- | ए. B omits प्रमाणप्रमेया--थः, 
माचायस्तस्मादुपकारक कमात. | and joins gwar to next 
३ This colophon is found in J sentence. 8 and W read tne 
alone, and 18 inserted here be- | 
cause it is important. It also | 
occurs:«in two otber works of 
our author | 
3 This is the reading of R and which are omitted here. 





passage differently. Different 
Mss.- give various colophons, 
while 8 and W add 4 verse, 








अन्नभद्रेन बिदुषा राचेतस्तकंसं ग्रहः ॥ 
` इति श्रीमहामहोपाध्याया््नमडविरचितः स्वकृतदीषिकया श्रीगोव- । 
धनङ्ृतन्यायवोधिन्या च समेतस्तकंसग्रहः समाप्तः ॥ ets 
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NOTES. 


Sect. I 
मङ्गदम्‌. 


^“ Having enshrined the Lord of the universe in my heart, 
and having made a salutation to the pre- 
Opening prayer. ceptor, I compese this Compendium of ail 


knowable things far the easy comprehension र 
॥ . क 


of beginners.” 


| 1. Following the usual orthodox practice, the author ` 


begins his work with & prayer to the deity and a 
salutation to the preceptor: ‘This मङ्गल, say the com- 


mentators, is necessary for the completion of a» work, and 


for two reasons; first because it is enjoined by the Sruti, 
and secondly because its necessity is proved by inference. 
Of course there is no express Vedic text enjoining the 
मङ्गल, but the existence of such a text can he assumed on 
the authority of good usage (शिष्टाचार ), by the well-known 
Tule laid down by Jaimini असति हयलुमानम्‌) ‘a Sruti text is 
to be inferred when an express one is not to be found,’ The 
argument for inferring ‘ a S’rufi text on the authority of 
शिष्टाचार is thus stated by T. D.—A मङ्गल is an act enjoined 
by the Vedas, because it has always been the object (विषय ) of 
uncommon (H#ne*e) and unprohibited ( अविमीत ) practice 
of wise men, like दर and other rites. It is obvious that this 
inference is only avilable for the assumption of a text, 
when the शिष्टाचार happens to be अलौकिक ( uncommon or 
Sacred ) and अविगीत ( unprohibited ). An अटौ क्िकाजष्टाचार is 
that which is not रागादिध्राप्त, ४. €. caused by our own inclina— 
tions, such as the ordinary human acts of eating and drinking, 
but which is practised as a duty rather than asa pleasure ; 
while it is अविगीत when it is not expressly prohibited by 
S‘ruti like the performance of a S‘raddha ceremony at 
night. 
1, Jatm. 9, I. 33. 
` 10 
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2. The Vedic origin of a H¥@ having been thus esta- 
blished, the additional inference which proves its necessity 
for the completion of a book is rather of secondary im- 
portance is to be admitted howeverasa श्रुत्युपोदलटक तक, 
an argument supporting the Srufi. This inference is based 
07 our experience that a book is finished when it is com- 
menced with a मङ्गल, and not otherwise. This experience . 
however, says an objector, is not invariable. We have 
instances of works which are left unfinished in spite of 
ample सङ्ग in the beginning, and also of books that were 
completed without the superfluous aid of ange. The reply 
given to this objection is hardly convincing, It is founded 
on the maxim स्थितस्य गतिः समथनीया, and can only be justi- 
fied on the supposition that the necessity of मङ्ख has been 
` already incontrovertibly proved by the अचुमितश्चति, and that 
the secondary inference is tobe accepted only so far as it 
supports that S’ruti. The author says that in those cases 
where the books were left unfinished in spite of the मङ्गल, 
the obstacles must be supposed to have been too numerous 
to be overcome by the amount of मङ्गल actually made, 
while, in the contrary instances of works completed without 
the मङ्गल, we might presume that the author had offered 
the required prayer, either in his previous birth or silently in 
his mind, although he did not insert it in his book. 


3. The second line of the stanza indicates, as is usually 
done, what are called the four Anubandhas, 
or necessary elements of a literary work. 
These are: 1 विषय (subject matter) 2 परथोजन 
(purpose ) 3 समति (connection) and 4 अभिकारी ( person for 
whom the book is written ). The अधिकारी in this case is a बालः 
2. € not an infant ( स्तनेधवर ), but one who is Famrgremqz, able 
to understand and retain the lessons given by his tutor. 
Two things are necessary for the acquisition of know- 
ledge, a supple understanding (अहगजक्ति ), and a retentive 
memory ( धारणाज्ञक्ति ) ; and only he who possesses these 
two qualities is fit to learn this Sastra. 8. C. would have 
the बाल to be one who is Adasen Re eTelststalaeTa- 


_ The four Anuban- 
dhas, 
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शाखः 7. ८. one who has inastered grammar, poetry and vo- 
-cabulary, but does not know Logic. खखगोधायं explains the 
purpose ( प्रयोजन ) why a new work like this is undertaken, 
when there were already many ably written treatises on the 
-subject. The name aeage at once explains the subject 
matter ( विषय ), namely तक, as well as its connection with 
-the method of treatment adopted in the book ( संगति ). तकं is 
defined as तकर्न्ते प्रतिपायन्त इति तका: द्रव्यादि ततयद्थाः. The word 
-तर्व is employed in Nydya writings inseveral different senses, 
but the one intended here is quite unusual. It is rarely met 
with anywhere except inthe titles of afew manuals similar 
to the present work, such as तकंकेखदी, azarae, aeaAg and 
-तर्कामत, संयह primarily means a collection but here 1४ signi- 
fies a compendium or brief exposition, T. D. and T. C. de- 
fine it simply @aan t7erzaam. ४. ४. and S. C. give a 
more elaborate definition, making a स्ह comprise three 
paris, namely, उद्देश ( simple enumeration ), #27 ( definition ) 
and परीश्चा ( examination or exposition ). The present book 
contains all these three. पदाथि from Sec. 2 to Sec, 9 
and their wan and Tar together from Sec. 10 to the end. |) 


4, Wither the passage H¥Z छत ऽपि etc. is corrupt or the 
author has commited a strange solecism. 

A disputed reading J have retained the reading of A, because, 
while it is found in most ofthe copies, it 

‘is not much worse than the others given by 8, Q or N. If 
Kirandavali and Ka@dambari are the well-known works of that 
name, they are quite inappropriate as opposite instances of 
the efficacy 0०: मङ्ग. Kirandvali,if it be the commentary 
on Prasastap@da's scholium on the aphorisms of Aandda, 
by the famous logician Udayana@cdrya, is supposed to be 
an unfinished work, said to extend only as far as the section on 
बुद्धि; but the eight Mss. collected by Pandit Vindhyeswari 
Prasad Dube for his edition in Benares Sanskrit Series con- 
tain only the chapters on #27, and खण. It however begins 
with a मङ्ग to the Sun and Cr ९8 tor, and may therefore be a 
fit instance of non-completion in spite of AFe. But Ka- 
dambari too, if 1४ 15 the same as the well-known work of 
Abanabhatta, remained unfinished, although it opens with no 
jess than 20 verses of मङ्ग. Kddambari therefore cannot 


-_ 
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serve as 8 counter-instance of a work completed withoat ॐ 
मङ्गल unless of course we resort to the two-fold supposition, 
that its completion by the author’s son is to be considered 
as समाति proper, and that the opening मङ्गल does not form 
part of the book. The latter supposition is apparently sup- 
ported by T. D's subsequent words कादम्बयादा अन्थाद्वहिरेव मङ्गल 
छतं which are interpreted by some to mean that the मङ्गल 
verses are outside the book. But the interpretation is not 
approved by Nilakantha who takes the word बहिः to meat 
जन्मान्तरादौ. Either therefore the author committed a mis-- 
take or he meant some other Kadamtari which is not known 
at present. The difficulty is no doubt removed in M. which 
reads बोद्धयन्थादौो for कादम्ब्यादो, but the reading jis not sup- 
ported by any other copy and is probably an emendation of 
some one who perceived the mistake. The commentator T. 
C. 8150 omits Ka@dambari, and mentions in its stead a पमत्ता- 
ateanueu. The other readings given in F, Q and N, and 
apparently supported by Nilakanti/a and S$.C., are equally 
faulty, since although the soleciem as regards Kadambar7 18 - 
removed, a similar one is committed about Kisanavali which 
is neither completed nor is devoid ग मङ्गल. T. C.and 8. ^. 
avoid the difficulty about Kirandazali by substituting anta®- 
अन्थादौ for it. Of course there is the possibility that 
Kiranaiali may have keen finished by its author and a por- 
tion of it is now lost; but the supposition is improbable, 
and does not lessen a whit the difficulty as regards the 
actual presence of मङ्गल. Some have supposed that the 
KiranG@vali mentioned here is a नास्तिकय्यन्थ, and not the com- 
mentary of Udayana, but no such work is known. In short 
whatever reading we accept, the difficulty created by the 
mention of Kiranavali and Kadamtari as opposite instances 
is irsupersble, since both of them, being incomplete In 
spite of a long or short मङ्गल. are works exactly of the same. 
nature. र 


= - 
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SECT. IL. पदाथाः 


“ There are seven Categories:--Substance, Quality, 

Action, Gienerality, Particularity; Co- 

The seven categories, inherence or Intimate relation aud Nega- 
tion. *’ ; 


1, The Dipika following the ecymological sense of the 
word ( Tat अर्थः ) defines a पदा as ‘a thing having a name’ 
( अभिधेयत्वं पदाथसामान्यश्षणम ). अथं 18 a thing to which the 
senses travel ( कच्छन्तीन्द्रियाणि यं सः), 2. €, any external object 
which is comprehended by the senses. पदाथ, therefore, 
means any object that is namable. Other definitions of पदाथ 
convey the same sense. 8, €. defines पदार्थत्वम्‌ as ज्ञेयत्वम्‌, 
while T. C. and 3. P. as पमितिविषयत्वम्‌, i.e. any thing which 
is an object of knowledge, A thing however which is know- 
able must also have a name; and so knowability ( ज्तेयत्व ) 
and namability ( अभिधेयत्व ) regarded as definitions of Tera 
Aare interchangeable. The word is invariably used by the 
Vassesikas in this composite sense. 


2. The rendering of the word पदार्थं by ‘category,’ 
though not quite accurate, is convenient 

Aristotle's categories, and useful for all practical purposes. 
Ballantyne used the word ‘category,’ 

while Colebrook translated पदाथ by ‘predicament’ ; but both 
renderings are inaccurate, inasmuch asthey imply something 
which can be predicated of another, while पदार्थं implies not 
only a thing which is predicable of another, but also a thing 
awhich is capable of having something predicated of it. 
Categories, especially in the Aristotelian sense, are a classi- 


fication of predicates only, and not an enumeration of all 


namable things ( including both subjects and predicates) 


as the Padarthas of the Vaisesikas are. In this respect, 


the classification of the Vaisesikas is superior to that of 
Aristotle. The latter enumerated ten categories, 1 Sub- 
stance, 2 Quantity, 3 Quality, 4 Relation, 5 Place, 6 Time, 
7 Posture, 8 Appurtenance or Property, 9 Activity and 10. 
Passivity. Of these the last nine only can be properly said 


%o be predicable of something else, i.e. substance, but sub- 





~ 
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stance itself, being assumed to be an Ens (Being) independ- 
ent of all attributes, cannot be predicated of anything. It 
cannot be predicated even of itself, because in that case it 
will be an attribute and not substance. Thus in including: 
substance among the categories Aristotle confounded the no- 

tion of a predicable with that cf a namable thing; but Ka-- 
2700 is not open to the charge inasmuch as his Dravya is 

8 namable thing, and therefore a Padartha. Notwithstand- 
ing this distinction, however, the word category has been 

employed in so many senses by subsequent European philo- 
sophers that one is almost justified in using it as an equiva-- 
lent of 71 also. In the history of philosophy. the cate-- 
gories have been successively a classification of universal: 
things, or of words, or of forms of thought; and consequently: 
they have now come to mean simply the highest classes to- 
which all the objects of knowledge can be reduced and in 

which they can be arranged in subordination and system. 
In this general sense, Kandda's Padirthas are as much cate- 
gories as those of Aristotle or of Kant or of Mill; only that: 
their number and arrangement would vary according to the- 
fundamental principle on which the classification is based,. 
and the purpose for which it is intended. The classification 
of Aristotle is mainly logical, that of Kanada metaphysical. 

07615 concerned with notions and propositions,the other with: 
external objects which give rise to those notions. The seven 
, Padarthas of the Vaisesikas can therefore te easily appor- 

tioned among the categories of Aristotle. Dravya and Guna 
correspond to Substance and Quality, respectively. Aris- 
totle’s Quantity is classed among the Gunas by Kanada. 
Relation is of two kinds: Samycga and Samavaya, the first of 
which is a Guna and the second a distinct Padartha. The 
remaining categories really fall under relation in its widest 

sense, but some of them are ‘separately recognized by the 
Vaisesikas. Thus Time and Place are Lravyas. Activity 
is Karma while Passivity is simply negation of it. Proper- 
ty may be Samdanya, Vigesa or any common attribute 
called by later Naiydyihas an Upadhi. Lastly Posture is 

संस्थानविशेष and is at best a Guna. Aristotle does not men— 
tion Abhara or negation as he deals only with Ens or Being... 


= 
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3, The various classifications of Padarthas, given by 
Indian systematists, can be likewise reduced to the seven 
Padarthas and vice versa, if one clearly understands before- 
hand the particular standpoint of each. Nydya writings do 
not explain the process by which the seven-fold division of 
Padarthas was first obtained, but if we may make a guess, 

the process must have been something 
pa i laseifications of like this. A notion is either positive or 

negative, and so the external object of a 
notion might be भाव 07 अभाव. भाव things again are of two 
kinds, properties and a common substratum in which they 
reside. The latter is x24. Of the properties, again, some 
reside in many objects conjointly, others in individual things 
singly. The first 18 सामान्य, while the latter class is again 
divisible into properties that are stationary and those that 
are evanescent i. e. यण 20 कम. The remaining two Padar- 
thas, समवाय and विहोष, are assumed to explain the special 
theories of Vaisesikas. Other Indian philosophical schools 
also have their own classification of things, suited to their 
particular doctrine or theory. Every system of science or 
philosophy in ancient times thought it necessary to begin 
by arranging the Universe into a few elementary classes. 
Thus Gotama enumerates sixteen Padarthas, necessary for 
the functions of logic; the Vedantins have two, Cit and 
Acit; the Ramanujas, one more, Isvara; the Sankh- 
yas, twenty-five; the Mim@msakas eight; and 80 on. All 
schools do not use the word पदार्थं exactly in the same 
sense. Itis usedeven more loosely than the word category 
in Europe, and often-times implies nothing more than topics 
to be treated in a book. ; 


4. The Tarka-Dipika says that the word सत्त is used to 
exclude a larger number. T. D. and other 

Why seven. commentaries here give a curious dis- 

| quisition as to whether an eighth P 

tha can be logically proved. An eighth Padartha is either. 
known or unknown. If it is known, it exists and the res- 
triction to seven is wrong; if however it is unknown it 
connot be negatived, because there can be no negation of an 
unknown quantity. This dilemma is cleared by defining 


= 
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पदा्थत्व to be दव्यादिसप्तान्यतमत्वव्याप्य, i. € the genus पदार्थं is 
covered by any one of the seven species, Dravya efc. The 
passage, however, beginning with aq is of doubtful authen- 
ticity, as it is questioned by Nilakantha, who remarks, “cq 
च बहुषु पुस्तकेषु सप्तान्यतमत्वाप्रसिद्धिशङ्नतत्समाधानपरस्य ag सप्तान्यत- 
मत्वाम त्यादिगन्थस्यासच्वे पि न श्चतिरिति ध्येयम्‌ 
9. It is probable that the word ‘seven’ is used merely 
to emphasize the seven-fold enumeration 
A guess. of the modern Varsestkas as distinguish- 
ed from the six Padarthas of Kanada and 
the sixteen of Gotama. The original aphorisms of Kanada 
mention only six categories, and the seventh, अभाव, is added 
by commentators on the ground that the six up to समवाय 
being all माव things, ह, €. entities necessarily imply their 
contradictory the non-entity. Consequently many first di- 
vide things into भाव and अभाव, the former being then sub- 
divided into six. The sixteen categories of Gofama, and 
several others assumed by other Naiydyika:, are reconciled 
with the sevenfold enumeration by T. D. in its concluding 
Passage, ! 
Secr. [आ zeqrtar 
“ Of these seven categories ( तच्र = सप्तपदार्थमध्ये S. ८ ) the 
class Dravya comprises nine, and nine 
Substances. only :—Earth, Water, Light, Air, Ether, 
| Time, Space, Soul and mind | 
1. Out of the seven categories enumerated in the pre- 
ceding section, the author now mentions the nine sub- 
divisions of the first, Substance. T. D., T. K.,T. ©, and 8. C 
give two definitions of #4, "72. द्रव्यत्वजातिमत्तम्‌ and यणवत्त्वम्‌ 
to which may be added क्रियावत्वम्‌ and समवायिकारणत्वम्‌ ; but 
all these, except perhaps the last, are defective. The first 
appears like a purely verbal definition, or a truism which 
teaches us nothing new about the thing defined. S. C. how- 
ever tries to justify it by arguing that द्रत्यत्वजाति 15 independ- 
ently proved, either by direct perception or by inference. 
The inference is put thus, seaataat समवापिकारणता सा किंचि 


1. P. 64 supra, 
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 दमावच्छिन्ना, कारणतात्वादण्डवत्तिकारणतावत्‌, ie. the intimate 
Causality residing in a Dravya is distinguished by some 
attribute (which is the genus Dravya or substantiality ) 
60856 every causality such as that of a stick has a distin- 
guishing attribute. The argument of course makes two 
, 8ssumptions which are not yet proved, viz. that only a 
Dravya can be an intimate cause,and that such a cause must 
have some attribute to distinguish it. The second definition 
is superior though still defective. If we say that a sub- 
stance is anything in which qualities reside, we exclude an 
important class of substances, namely all created things just 
at the moment of their production, when accordi ng to the 
theory of the Naiyagikas they are without any attribute. 
आये an निखणं द्रव्यं fasta 18 an axiom of Nyaya, for if the 
qualities are supposed to rise simultaneously with the sub- 
stances and not a moment later, all distinction between 
- qualities and substances will virtually disappear. The defi- 
nition गुणवत्‌ will not therefore apply to Dravyas at the first 
moment of theircreation and is therefore अन्यात्त. The defect is 
‘remedied by amplifying it thus, खणसमानाधिकरण-सत्ताभिन्न-जाति- 
wet द्रव्यत्वम्‌. Although products in the first moment are 
without attributes, they possess even then a जाति ( £. ९. द्रव्यत्व 
in this case ) which co-exists with qualities in the same sub- 
stratum. But such a definition again would be too wide be- 
“Cause सन्ता ( existence ) is also a जातिं that is co-existent with 
qualities ; hence the word सत्ताभिच्न is inserted in the defini- 
tion to qualify जाति. This amplification however makes the 
latter definition almost as verbal as the first व्रव्यत्वजातिमत्चम्‌, 
only the word द्रव्यत्व is avoided. Though thus theoreti- 
cally faulty, the definition is good for all practical pur- 
poses. The definition समवायिकारणत्वम्‌ 18 technically correct» 
for only a Dravya can be the समवायिकारण of a, product, but 
it is पारिभाषिक as being based on a peculiar doctrine of Vag- 
Sestkas and is not therefore easily intelligible to ordinary 
:people. 


2. The difficulty of defining a substance accurately 
arisss from its very nature. A definition which is not to be 
merely verbal must be an exhaustive enumeration. of all 

-essential attributes; but a substance ex hypothese is something 

11 
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that, while underlying all attributes, is quite distinct from 
them. Now if the qualities which are enumerated as the defini- 
tion of substance are essentially and invariably connected 
with it, they are part and parcel of substance itself, and not 
attributes distinct from it; while if they are not so connected 
they do not constitute a definition. This dilemma has per--, 
plexed philosophers of all ages and countries, and conse- 
quently many of them, like Berkeley in England and the 
Bauddhas in India, have denied any independent entity such 
as a substance altogether. This is nota satisfactory solution, . 
however, as the necessity of having some subtritum for the 
qualities still remains. To obviate this, others like the 
Vedantins acknowledge the reality of substance but call its. 
manifestation आनिवचनीय, indefinable, or माया. 


2. The propriety ग नवैव isthe same as that of सत्त in 
the last section, the words being used to- 
Why nine. limitthe number of substances to nine 
only. T. D. here controveris the posi-— 
tion of the Fhatta school of Mimamskas that darkness 
is a dravya. Darkness, says the objector, is a substance be- 
cause it is blue and moves, and therefore the definition of 
Dravya, खणक्रियावत्‌, strictly applies to it. 
What is darkness. Byt darkness cannot be classed under any 
of the nine dravyas above enumerated. 
As darkness has colour it cannot fall under any of the last 
five, ether, time, space, soul and mind, which are colourless. 
It is not air because it has neither touch nor constant mo- 
tion which are the attributes of air. It is not light, as it has 
neither bright colour, nor hot touch. It is not water because 
it has neither cool touch nor white colour, the colour 
of water. Lastly it is not earth, because it has neither™ 
scent nor touch. Darkness therefore, not falling under any 
of the nine dravyae, must be regarded as @ tenth one, and 
so the restriction to nine is wrong. Having thus stated the 
objector’s argument infull, T. D. answers it by declaring 
that darkness is, according to the Naiyayikas, merely the 
negation of light. A tenth dravya can be either with or 
without colour ; but darkness cannot be the latter as it is 
blue. Norcan it be a substance having colour, because~ 


॥ 
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every such substance requires light for being perceived with 
the eyes, while darkness is perceived only when there is no- 
light. Darkness is therefore defined as चरोटपकाहाकतेज-सामान्या- 
भावः, i.e. absence of large and illuminating light in general. 
The 8, ©. explains the propriety of each word in the defini-- 
tion thus: The word सामान्य implies that darkness is total 
absence of any light whatever, and not the absence of 8 
particular light such as that of the sun or the moon or 3 
lamp. The word प्रकाडाक is necessary because otherwise 
there will be no darkness wherever there is gold which is. 
classed by Naiyayikas under Tejas. Finally wiz excludes. 
the possibility of darkness being negatived even by minute 
particles of light. How is then the perception of blue colour 
and motion in darkness to be accounted for? T. D. 
declares it to be a misapprehension. Besides the above two 
views with respect to the nature of darkness, Madhavacarya 
the author of Sarvadarsana-Samgraha' mentions two more, 
namely those of Sridhara, the reputed author of Nyaya-- 
Kaidali and of a section of the Prabhakara school of Mimam- 
sakas. The first mentions that darkness is nothing more than. 
the blue colour imposed on something else, thus making 
darkness a quality only ; while the latter call it absence of 
knowledge of light, and not that of light itself. A fifth 
doctrine would say that instead of regarding darkness as the - 
absence of light we should deem it dravya and regard 
light itself as the absence of darkness. But these views are. 
not warranted by experience, and the one propounded above. 
as to darkness being the absence of light is the most satis- 
factory. The controversy, however, well illustrates the apti-- 
tude of Indian mind for hair-splitting. 


3. Incidentally T. D. gives under this section the- 
| three characteristic marks of a perfect de-- 

Definition. finition. T. D. defines a mat as दृषणत्रय- 
| रहितो धमः £. e. an attribute free from the 
three faults. A more scientific definition of टश्चण, however, 
is that given by Vatsyayana उद्िष्टस्यातच्चविवेचकधमाों लक्षणम, 8. 





हुः 


1. Sarv. 0. 5, Calc. ed, ए. 198. 
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definition is an attribute which differentiates the definitum 
from all things different from itself. In other words लश्चषण 
is what English logicians call a ‘differentia.’ Another defi- 
nition of छश्चषण is व्यावर्तकम्‌ which with the qualifications men- 
-¢tioned by T. D. means the same thing as the preceding. A 
‘fourth definition and one of asomewhat different kind is असाधा- 
रणधमः, and असाधारणत्वमर 15 defined as लक्ष्यतावच्छेदकसमानेधतन्वसम्‌ 
_a characteristic mark which exactly covers all (४, ९. not more 
nor less ) things denoted by the definitum. From this it will 
-be seen that the idea of a definition entertained by Indian 
logicians was somewhat narrow. It was not an exclusive 
enumeration of all the essential characteristics of a thing, but 
only a differentia, or “ laying down the boundary '' (as the 
word definition etymologically means ) which separated the 
thing defined from everything else. The f unction of a defi- 
nition was more negative than positive; that is, a defini- 
tion was more often intended merely to exclude all things 
other than the definitum than to give us any accurate notion 
~.of the definitum itself. Accordingly any characteristic that 
was peculiar to the definitum was made to serve the pur- 
pose. The consequence was that the definitions of the 
Naiyayikas often became merely verbal or nominal, which 
satisfied the ear as it were but conveyed no idea of the thing 
defined. garamfaraq and परृथग्न्यवहारकारणम्‌, which are 
given by Annambhatta as definitions of #4 and प्रथक्त्व 76- 
-spectively, may be mentioned as instances of this kind of in- 
consequential definitions. Another device employed to es 
cape difficulties was first to give a wide description of the 
definitum and then to narrow it down by the express exclu- 
sion of superfluous objects by using words like इतर or भिन्न, 
-as for instance, the definition of इन्दिय, राब्देतरोद्धत etc. For 
practical purposes, however, the definitions of Naiyaytkas are 
generally useful and often ingenious ; and a student bearing 
-the above limitations in mind will escape the misconcep- 
tions and prejudices that are likely to arise owing to the 
peculiar form of many definitions he will meet with in the 
course of his study. | | 





1. Vat. on G. 8. I. 1, 2. 
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4: The three faults mentioned in the definition of war 
given by T. D. are अन्यापि, आकव्याति, and 
225 three defects असंभव. wean is लक्ष्येकदेराङत्तित्वस 7. 2. 
non-pervasion by the characteristic of a 
portion of (the class denoted by) the definitum. For instance, 
if we define a cow as a tawny animal, we exclude all black, 
red or white cows. अतिव्यासि is extension of the attribute 
to things not denoted by the definitum, as when we define a 
cow as a horned animal, and thereby include buffaloes that 
have horns but are not cows. असंभव is the total absence of 
the characteristic from the definitum itself, as when we define 
@ cow to be an animal with uncloven hoofs. Of these असंभव 
is only a kind of अव्या in excelsis, In short, a proper defi- 
nition ought to be neither too narrow, nor too wide, nor 
totally false. If, for instance, we define a cow tu be an ani- 
mal having a dew-lap, we avoid all the three faults, since 
all cows have dew-laps and none but cows have them. It is 
not possible always to have such a perfect definition. 
Annamhbhaita often employs simple enumeration instead of a 
regular definition; and when even this is not possible he 
contents himself with an approximate description. For 
examples of the first see Sects. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 9, while for 
the latter see Sects. 8, 11. 12, 20, 25-32. Such enumera- 
tions or descriptions, besides, are better suited to the un- 
trained understandings of the beginners for whom this trea- 
tise is mainly written. The author has wisely relegated all. 
abstruse definitions and discussions to the commentary, - 


SEcT. IV. गुणा 


“ There are twenty-four gualities, £. colcur, laste, odour, 

touch, number, dimension or magnitude, seve- 

Qualities. rally, conjunction cr contact, disjunction, 

prioriy or propinguity, posteriority or remote- 

ness, ueight, fluidity, viscidity, scind, intellect cr unuerstanding, 

pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, effort or veliticn, merit, de merit 
and faculty. * 
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The T. D. defines a Guna as गुणत्वजातिमाच, possessing the 
genus Gunas, OF दरव्यकर्मभिन्नत्वे सति सामान्यवान्‌ 
Quality defined. = "“ possessing generality and being at the 
same time different from substances and 
motions.” The first is only a verbal definition, but the latter 
needs explanation. According to the theory of the Naiya- 
_ 2/47:05, जाति or सामान्य resides in three Padarthas only, v2. 
Dravya, Guna and Karna. The definition सामान्यवत would © 
therefore cover all the three, and hence it is restricted to 
Guna by expressly excluding Lravya and Aarma. The 
same is expressed in another way 88 द्रव्याच्रत्ति -नित्यवृत्ति-जातिमान 
i. e. possessing 8 जाति which permanently inheres in & 76- 
ceptacle other than @ Dravya. Here the word नित्य excludes 
कर्मत्व जाति which, like individual motions, is transitory; while 
the epithet द्रघ्या दाति excludes both द्रव्यत्व and सत्ता. The 0९0 
nition of Guna given in B. P. is fuller, अथ द्रव्याश्चिता ज्या निखणा 
निष्क्रिया गुणाः i. €. Gunas reside in dravyas and are them- 
selves devoid of attributes and motions. This slightly 
varies from the original definition of Kanada, which 15 द्रन्या- 
श्रय्यखणवाम्‌ सषेयोगविभागष्वकारणमनपेक्ष इति मणलक्चणस्‌.* Theex 
pression संयोगविभागेष्वकारणम is added in the Sutra to exclude 
Karma which is the cause of conjunction and disjunction. 


2. mparing the several definitions of Guna, we find 
is that it is clearly distingu ished from Drav- 
: ^ tae ao ya oe attribute eee on something 
arn else i.e. dravya, which 15 self-supported, 
4 while it is distinguishable from Karma, 
as an attribute which is fixed or permanent, and not evane- 
scent or transitory. Both Guna and Karma, quality and 
‘motion, are accidents attaching to Substance, the Ens, which 
underlies and supports them ; but Guna is permanent while 
Karma is evanescent. They are as it were two different 
phases of the same phenomena. Guna in the process of 
change is action, while Aarma when made fixed and perma 
nent becomes 8 yuna. For instance, the motion of ॐ 
carriage is action because it may cease at any moment, but 
1 See Infra Notes to Sect. VI aud LVII. 
% ए. P. 85. 
4 V¥.8. 1,1, 16. 
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‘the metions of the earth and the planets are gunas because 
they are permanent and belong as it were to their very 


nature; similarly heat which is Guna is produced by mo- 
tion of molecules, while a4 or weight produces the action of 
falling. This distinction is succinctly put in one of the 
definitions of Guna given above, व्रव्यान्नाने-नित्यव्रत्ति-जातिमान, 


_and will be’ made still more clear by the following extract 


—‘‘We understand by a quality that which truly constitutes 


‘the nature of a thing—what it is— what belongs to it per- 


manently, as an individual, or in common with others like 
it-—-not that which passes, which vanishes and answers to 
no lasting judgment. A body falls: it is a fact, an acci- 


-dent ; it is heavy: that is a quality. Every fact, every acci- 


dent, every phenomenon supposes a qualify by which it is 
produced, or by which it is undergone; and reciprocally 


every quality of things which we know by experience mani- 


fests itself by certain modes or certain phenomens; for 
it is precisely in this way that things discover themselves 


-to 78.*"1 


It is doubtful whether the Naiya@y:kas of India had ob- 


-tained a correct notion of qualities, while as to actions they 
_do not seem to have gone very deep into the matter. The 


list of 24 gunas is by no means based on a common /funda- 
mentum divisionis, while subsequently there is no attempt 
to probe into the real nature of each 


3. The Zarka-Satmgraha like all modern works on 
Nyaya enumerates twenty-four Gunas, but 

Number of qualities the original aphorism of Kanada mentioned 
only seventeen. The Sitra ग्प०8--- रूपरस 

गम्धस्पाः सङ्ख्याः परिमाणानि Tua संयोगविभागौ परत्वापरत्वे बुद्धय 
Buea इच्छाद्वेषौ sae गणाः. To this list commentators 
add seven more, THa, 244, सह, सस्कार, धम, अधम and शाब्द, under 
the shelter of च. - S'ammkara Misra, the author of Upaskara 





1 Dict. des Sciences Philosoph, quoted in Fleming's Vocabulary of 


Philosophy, p. 398.» 
1 iv. 8, I, 1, 6. 
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explains the omission by saying that these seven are not 
expressly mentioned in the Sutra because they are too well- 
known. The addition isexpressly made by Prasastapaida.” 
It cannot at present be ascertained who had the ingenuity 
of first discovering this hidden meaning of ; but the fact 
at any rate shows that there was a time when the system: 
was sufficiently elastic to admit material improvements. 
The modern school of Naiyayikas reduce the number of 
gunas to 21, excluding परत्व, अपरत्व and पृथक्त्व as being not 
gunas proper. परत्व and अपरत्व, they say, are accounted for 
by fasecza and संनिकृष्टत्व 07 ज्येष्ठत्व and कनिष्ठत्व, while TIFT 
does not differ from अन्योन्याभाव, 


4. Others have tried toincrease the number of gunas- 
by further additions. T. D. instances 3 gunas which 
are not expressly mentioned in the list, viz. aaa, q@zia and’ 
कठिनत्व, while S.C. adds a fourth, आलस्य. These, however, 
it is argued, need not be considered as separate gunasg, as all 
of them are negations or contradictories of some one of 
the 24 gunas. Thus #aa is nothing but the negation of 
axa, while 8zia and काठटिनत्व are simply different degrees of 
संयोग. आलस्य is the opposite of प्रयत्न. In this way any 
quality not mentioned in the list can be shown to {811 under 
one of those already mentioned. On the other hand, if it 
be asked why both धर्म and Hum are mentioned since the 
latter can only be the opposite of the former, it is answered 
that the Navydyika idea of अधमं is that of something rosi- 
tive, and not simply the negation of धम. अधम is actual 
demerit and not the mere absence of merit.. The same 
remark applies to three other pairs of contrary qualities, 
wart विभाग, Wa अपरत्व, and खख दुःख. Logically speaking 
these are the contraries and not the contradictories of each 
other, Some include both धमं and अधमं under one head, 
wes.” 
ese See Pee a ees 
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5. “The explanations are no doubt ingenious but there 
द 1. appears to be a good deal of confusion of 
व ideas. Insaying {१ &४ sya (lightness ) 18 
is the opposite of गुरुत्व, Annambhatia seems 

to confound the two senses of the word गुरुत्व viz., ‘heavi- 


ness’ and ‘weight.’ wut is opposed to Tea in the first 


sense alone, while in the latter and the wider sense, namely 
weight, it is only a lesser degree of गुरुत्व, both lightness and 
heaviness marking different degrees of weight. Similarly 
सदुत्व and करिनत्व or either of them are also entitled to 
be classed independent qualities like sa, forall the three are 
different degrees of संयोग of particles. आलस्य, being identical 
with स्थिातिस्थापकत्व or inertia, is a positive quality and not merely 
8 negation of effort. The nine qualities from af onwards are 
peculiar attributes or functions of Soul and ought to have been 
classed separately. The enumeration of gunas in fact is 
rather rough and unscientific. 


6. The twenty-four gunas have been distributed in 
various ways according to the different 
principles of division adopted. The gunas 
re either faq or Bae, सामान्य or arg 


एकेन्दरिययाद्य, द्री न्विययाद्य, 07 अतीन्द्रिय, andso on. Some of these 
distributions are given below, as likely to be useful to 
students :-- 


Classification of 
qualities 


I. First, the twenty-four guras are distributed among 
the nine substances in the following manner --- 


MENSAST चगाख्यसंस्कारो मरुतो TOT! । 
अष्टौ स्यादयो रूपं द्रवो वेगश्च तेजसि ।। 
स्पर्छादयोऽ्टा वेगश्च रुत्वं च द्रवत्वकम्‌ । 
रूपं रसस्तथा स्नेहो कारिण्येतते BAST ॥ 
स्नेही ना गन्धयुताः क्षितावेते चतुर्दंडा | 
बुद्धचादिषदं. सख्याददेपञ्चक भावना तथा ॥ 
धसराधर्मो मणा एत आत्मनः स्युश्चतुदङा | 
SESS Mae 
eo 0 RAR 
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संख्यादयाः पच्च उुद्धिरिच्छा यत्नोऽपि चश्वरे | | 
परापरत्व ख्य।याः पञ्च वेगश्च मानसे ॥ 


“The qualities of air are touch, number, quantity ( di- 
mension ), individuality (severalty), conjunction, disjunction, 
priority, posteriority, velocity, and faculty. The same first 
eight qualities together with colour, fluidity and velocity, 
are assigned to light. 


“Water is the site of 14 qualities, wiz., of the eight be- 
fore mentioned (४. e. स्पज्ञादि ), and further, of velocity, gravi- 
ty, fluidity, colour, taste and viscidity. 


“Barth has the same qualities, with the exception of 
viscidity, and the addition of smell. 


“The 14 qualities of the soul are intellect, pleasure, 
pain, desire, aversion, volition (effort), number, quantity 
( dimension ), severalty, conjunction and disjunction, faculty, 
merit and demerit. 


“The qualities of time and placa are numter, quantity 
- { dimension ), severalty, conjunction, and disjunction. ‘The 
same qualities together with sound belong to ether. 


“Those five qualities (संख्या, परित्राण, परथक्त्व, संयोग, and 
विभाग) together with intellect, desire, and volition ( effort), 
abide in God; the same five qualities with posteriority 
‘and velocity, in the mind”.® 


17. Gunas are also divided into सामान्य and fasta. A 
fare am 18 defined द्रऽपकिभाज ए पायिद्वसम(नाधिकरणाघ्रानि-ण्रणढ़रत्ति- ` 
जातिमान्‌" which in simple English means a quality that re- 
sides in one substance only at one time, and not in two or 
more substances conjointly. @rai=T gunis are those which ` 
reside in two or more substances jointly. The f3rq and ` 
सामान्य gnnas are enumerated as follow :— 


डद्धचादिषदु स्यान्ताः स्नेहः सांसिद्धिको द्वः | 
अदृष्टभावनाराब्दा अमी वेशोषिका गुणाः ॥ 





1 8. P. 23-33 
2 Roer’s translation of 8. P. Bibl. Ind, p. 13. 
T. D. p. 60 Supra 
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* संख्यादिरिपरत्वान्तो za: सांसिद्धिकस्तथा | 
गुरुत्वतरैगो सामान्यम गः ठते पकीर्तिताः' ॥ 
` Special qualities are: intellect, pleasure, pain, desire, 
aversion, effort, touch, viscidity, natural fluidity, fate, me- 
mory and sound. General qualities are : number, quantity 
ई dimension ), severalty, conjunction and disju nection, priority 
and posteriority, derived fluidity, gravity, and velocity.’” 
III. Gunas are also divided into those which are ap- 
prehended by one external sense only ( एकेन्द्रियय्याह्य ), viz. 
colour, taste, odour, and touch; those which are apprehend- 
ed by two senses, eye and touch ( gtfeaqarar ), viz., number, 
dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, priority, pos- 
teriority, fluidity and viscidity ; and those again which are 
not perceived by an external sense (अतीन्द्रिय ), viz., gravity, 
merit, demerit and faculty. 
For other classifications see M. M. Bhimacharya’s 
Nyaya-Kosa (second edition) pp. 232-4, and Baasa-Pari- 
echeda, 85-97. 


377. V. कमांणि 


Motion or Action is of five kinds only, viz., Tossing or 
throwing upwards, Dropping or throwing 

Motion. downwards, Contraction, Expansion and 
Going cr Motion in general. | ; 


1, The division of Karma is in strict conformity with 


the aphorism of Kand@da.*? The T. D. as in the case of 


Guna., offers two definitions of Karma also, of which the 
first संयोगभिन्नत्वे सति संयोगासमवायिकारणम्‌ is a real one. (Mo- 
tion is the non-intimate cause of conjunction, but is not 
itself conjunction.) The meaning cf अप्म्रवापेकारण will be 


explained later on; it is sufficient to note here that only 


स 


1 B. २. 89-91. 


` 2 Roer’s Translation of B. ए. Bib, Ind. p. 53 


3 V.5. 1, 1, 7. 
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karma and some gunas can ever be the non-intimate causes: 
of dravyas or gunas. Karma is supposed to be the non-ihti- 
mate cause of conjunction, as when ॐ hand touches a book 
the motion of the hand is such acause of the conjunction of 
the hand with the book. But sonetimes one conjunction 
is the non-intimate cause of another conjunction, as for in- 
stance, the conjunction of the hand with the book is the 
non-intimate cause of the connection of the whole body 
with the book. This connection therefore is expressly ` 
excluded by the words संयोगाभेन्नत्वे साति. | 


2. Thedefinition of Karma given in Kanada’s ऽप 
is more elaborate though essentially the 
Other definitions. same, एकद्रव्यमखणं संयोगविभागेष्वनवेक्चकारण- 
मिति कमलश्चणम्‌' means that action inheres ` 
in one substance, but is not a quality, and is the direct 
and immediate cause of conjunction and disjunction. The 
first two epithets exclude अवयवि द्रव्य and scme qualities like 
संयोग, while the last is practically identical with सेयोगसमरवावि- 
कारण of T. D. Samkara Misra mentions several cther defini- 
tions of Karma in his Commentary on V.S.I, 1, 17 ( Cale. ~ 
ed. p. 35). The only one which is worth nothing is faareta 
सत्तासाश्चादचाप्य-जातिमरवम, which means that कर्मत्वजात्ति resides 
ina thing (क्म) which is never permanent. The wider 
genus सत्ता resides in द्रव्य, खण and कमं of which the former 
two are scmetimes नित्य ; but कर्म is never निःय, as it 18. 
always transitory. Kaimais saidto last only for five mo- 
ments® and 50 कर्मत्वजाति is said to be नैत्याबाक्ते. ` : 


3. The division of Karma into five kinds dces not । 
appear to be very logical. If all miscellaneous motions ` 
such as gyration( अमण ), evacuation ( रेचन ), flow ( स्यन्दन ).. ` 

~ flaming up ( ऊध्वउदटन ) and slanting motion (ति्यगगममन) are to 
be classed under simple going ( naa), why cannot, it may be 





1 ए. 8.1. 17 
2 ए ५९75 Transl, ए. 2, Bibl. Ind 7. 4. note. 
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asked, उत्छ्वपण and the other three also be similarly inclu- 
ded under it ? Nilakantha justifies this arbitrary division on 


the quaint but easily comprehensible ground that it would be 


sacrilegious on our part to question what islaid down by a 
free-willed sage like Kanida (न SeRqsai गमनेऽन्तभावो ऽस्त्विति 
greta । स्वतंतेच्छस्य नियोगपर्यनुयोगानर्हस्य क्षेः संमतत्वादिति भावः ). 


_A closer inspection, however, might reveal some sort of. 


principle even in this arbitrary division. Motion is prim- 
-arily divided into three kinds according to its direction, 
mamely, vertical, horizontal and slanting or miscellaneous. 
The vertical motion may be from below upwards ( उत्शेपण ), 
or from above downwards ( अपक्षिपण ). Horizontal motion 
also may be twofold, motion nearer to oneself ( Ata“ ) or 
motion further from oneself (Tater). All other motions 
are relegated to the comprehensive class of गमन. It is not 
-0{ course meant that the above groups exactly correspond 
to the ordinary conceptions of उत्क्षेपण etc.; but that some 
-guch principle was inthe mind of the Sutrakira when he 
amade the division seems to be highly probable. 


SEcT, VL सामान्यम. 


Genus or Generality is of two kinds, uider or extensive 
sand narrower or limited 


1. In Section LXXVII Annambhatta defines सामान्य as 
नित्यमेकमनेक्छादगतम, and adds that this सा- 

Generality. मान्य resides in Dravya, Gunaand Karma. 
There are three characteristics of generality 

that 1 itis eternal,2 itis one, and 3 it resides in many 
Conjunction and some other qualities such as द्वित्वादिसेख्या 
reside in many, but they are not eternal, and therefore the 
-word नित्य in the definition of सामान्य excludes them. The 


diniension of an atom is both eternal ( for atom is eternal ) 
and resides in many ; but it is not one residing in many 
4 एकमनेकादुगतं ) and hence the word एकम्‌. अत्यन्ताभाव however 
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is eternal, one and residing in many. Therefore the word अनु 
mam is interpreted 88 समवेतम्‌ or समवायसंबन्धेन वततमानभ्‌, thereby 
excluding negation which does not reside inthings by nti. 
mate union, while सामान्य does. The word Genus 15 a conve- 
nient rendering of सामान्य as Bailantyne and others have. 
adopted it, although it is not quite accurate. Genus may 
perhaps be a more appropriate rendering of जाति. Genus in 
English not only means the common characteristic residing 
in several individuals, but comprehends the individuals aiso, 
while सामान्य or जाति denotes only the common characteris- 
tic. Genus is a class, सामान्य or जाति is the common attri- 
bute which distinguishes that class. Other definitions of सामान्यः 
are, नित्यत्वे सत्यनेकसमेवतः्दम्‌ and नित्यत्वे साति स्वाश्रयान्योन्याभाव- 
समानाधिकरणम्‌ which are however 70 88 good as that given 
by T. D. But they all imply that सामास्य was conceived by 

later Naiyayikas to be some attribute having a real external 
existence in the individual objects comprised in it.. The 
original aphorism of Kandda is ambiguous and conveys ॐ 
somewhat different notion. सामान्ये fasta इ ति ्द्धच्पेश्चम्‌' conveys. 
the sense that the notion of genarality depends on the ope— 
ration of our own intellect. A quality becomes a सामान्य 
only if we conceive it as residing in many ; while the same 
is विज्ञेष when we regard it as a differentia. A property for 
instance exists in a certain number of objects, which are so 
far of one kind; if we use the property for grouping those 
objects into one class, it is सामान्य, if for distinguishing them 

from all other objects in the world ,it is fasta. Thus an 

attribute, though inhering in the object, cannot become a 
सामान्यं until our intellect has recognised it to be so. As 
long, for example, as I have seen only one elephant and do 
not know that there are others of the same kind, the genus 
elephant does not exist, at least so far as I am concerned. 
Similarly the same attribute, e. &. 424, is सामान्य if regarded 
as residing in all pots,and isa विज्ञेष 1 regarded as distin- 
guishing pots from other things. Such seems to have beem 
the original conception, but subsequently सामान्य appears “tor 


rr 








1 V. 5, I, 2. 3. 
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have come to be regarded as an attribute having an absolute” 
and not merely a relative existence externally. 


9; 1 later times सामान्य came to be used synony- 
| ¦ mously with जाति, ‘and was given an 
Varieties of Samanya. independent and eternal existence apart 
ध from the individual objects. This will be 
clearly seen from the various divisions of सामान्य. Annam- 
bhatia, following the commentators on Kanada’s aphorisms 
divides सामान्य into पर and अपर, higher or extensive and lower 
or non-extensive. The instances are सत्ता (existence ) and 
द्रव्यत्व ( substantiality ) respectively. Of course the terms पर 
and su are relative only, the same attribute Z=aea@ for in- 
stance being अपर with respect to सत्ता and चर with respect to 
geeq. Some other writers make a threefold division of 
सामान्य. The T. A. for example divides सामान्य into व्यापक 
( widest ) €. g. सत्ता, व्याप्य ( narrowest, ) €. g- घटत्व and च्याप्य- 
arm ( middle) €. ¢. द्रव्य. This division obviously regards 
the common characteristic as existing in itself and abso- 
lutely, while the former two-fold division only sought to fix 
its relative extent as compared with higher or lower gener- 
alities, द्रव्यत्व can be sometimes and sometimes अपर, but 
सत्ता must always 06 व्यापक? and द्रव्यत्व only “aaa. The 
terms in the former division were relative; in the latter they 
gre absolute. This is not the place to discuss which division 
is more consonant with reason, but it may be noted that the 
latter though apprently simple is beset with difficulties 
from which the former is free. Annambhatta therefore was 
justified in disapproving of the threefold division, if we may 
accept the interpretation of the word इति after परमपरं च as 
given by V. V., which remarks aaa स्वसमभिव्याहत-पदा्थं 
तावच्छेदक-परत्वापरत्वरूप-द्विभरकारवत्सामान्यमिति वाक्यार्थः. = 
9 सामान्य 18 again divided into two sorts, अखण्ड and सखण्ड - 
| The first is otherwise called जाति and is de- 
Jatiund Upadhi. _ fined as साश्चात्सम्बद्धं सामःन्यम्‌, that which is 
| directly connected with the thing such as 
द्रव्यत्व, कत्व etc. The second is called उपारे and is defined as 
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परंपरया सम्बद्धम्‌, indirectly or mediately connected with the 
object such as भरमेयत्व, दण्डित्व etc. Every common characte- 
ristic does not constitute 8 jati. A number of persons might 
be blind or lame or black, but blindness, lameness or black-_ 
ness does not constitute an independent class. The circum- 
stances which prevent a common characteristic from be- 
coming 8 jafi are summed up in the following verse of 
Udayanacarya :-- 


व्यक्तेरभेद स्तुल्यत्वं सङ्करो ऽथानवस्थितिः | 
रूपहानिरसम्बन्धो जातिबाधकसंग्रहः || 


The circumstances that prevent generality from becoming 
a class are six: (1) Unity of the object, ९ g. the sky being 
one all-pervading thing, there is no jati as आकाडत्व; (2) 
Identity of things though the names be different, <. g, घटत्व 
and कठ्ङञत्व are not different jatis as both words denote the 
same thing; (3) Cross-division, e. g. श्रूतत्व and मूर्तत्व a.e not 
jais as they constitute cross-divisions, आका being wa and 
not मूतं, and मनस्‌ being मूर्तं but not भूत, while the remaining 
four, प्रथ्वी, अष , तेजस. and वायु, being both wa 8०१ मूर; (4) 
Want of finality, €. g. 42८ itself cannot have jai on it, for in 
that case, there being jai over jati ad infinitum, there will 
be no finality; (5) Violation of essence, e. g. the Visesas 
(particularities ), though innumerable, cannot have a तध 
विजेषत्व on them, because by hypothesis they are essentially 
opposed to the conception of jat’; (6) Lastly, want of pro- 
per connection prevents jali, e. g. समवायत्व «cannot be 8 jati 
because, as every jati rests on its आश्रय by समवायसेबन्ध, there 
cannot be a समवाय on समवाय, and समवायत्व, if accepted as a 
10८2, cannot have any connection with its आश्रय, All these 
therefore are mere Upadhis. The student will now be able 
to understand Annambiatla’s remark that सामान्य, or more 
properly its one variety the jati, can rest on Dravya, Guna 
and Karma only, and cannot rest on the last four Padarthas 
Even amongst the first three there are many things that 
cannot have जाति, such as ether, time and space. It will be seen 
from the above that उपाधि is any characteristic which be- 
longs to several individuals, while जाति is only a particular 
Kind of them, fulfilling certain conditions necessary to consti- 
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-tute & proper class. These conditions are implied by their 
opposites in Udayana's verse quoted above. If you take a 
hundred persons you can arrange them in various groups, 48 
for instence by their nationality, or the language they speak, 
or the complexion of their body, or by their ed ucation. But 
each of these groups cannot constitute a class, for in that 
case there will be the absurdity of one person belonging to 
‘several classes, and all notions of genus and species will be 
confounded. Human being is a class because we can at once 
recognize certain well-marked characteristics which clearly 
distinguish human beings from all other animals; but black- 
ness cannot be a class, for if it be so we shall have to group 
black men in the same class as black sheep or black stones. 
This distinction between जाति and gaa is very important 
-and is one of the subtlest discovered by Indian logicians. 


Secr, VIL. चिददोषाः. 


The Individualities or Particularities residing im eternal | 
_things are innumerable. 


1. The idea of fay, particularity, (called अन्त्यविशेष by 

Kanada ) is a counterpart of that of Matra 
Particularity. (generality), asthe one necessarily implies 
the other. In Sect. LXXVIII, Annam- 
_dhatta defines विज्ोष as residing ‘n eternal substances and serv” 
ing the purpose of distinguishing them from each other, while 
-+this section further tells us that those particularities are in- 
numerable, one being assigned to each eternal substance. A 
more accurate definition of विज्ञेष is स्वतो व्यावर्तकत्वम्‌, that which 
distinguishes self from itself. The peculiarity of a Vtsesa 
is that it performs the double function of differentiating one 
eternal substance from all others, and also that of differen- 
-tiating itself from other 115९503 and everything else. The 
latter assumption is necessary, because otherwise we shall 
“have to suppose a second Visesa over the first to differenti- 


ate it from others and so on ad infinitum. 


13 
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2. The eternal substances in which Visesas inhere are the 


atoms of the first four substances, earth, water, light and air,. 
together with the remaining five substances, ether, time, 


space, soul, and mind. 


3. Other definitions of Visesa are जा तिरहितत्वे सति नित्यद्रन्यमा- 
जदाः, एकमात्रसमवेतत्वे सति! सामान्यद्यन्यः and अत्यन्तन्याछ्रत्तिहेतुः, all 


of which amount to the same thing, namely, that Vigesa is. 
ॐ padariha assumed to account for the difference of atoms. 


and other eternal substances from one another. The neces- 
sity of this assumption is established by 8. C. thus:-—* चरा- 
iat कपाटसमवेतत्वादेकं पटादिभेदकमस्ति RAMA तु परस्परभेदकं न 









॥ 


from @ piece of cloth because the component parts of the 
first are distinct from those of the latter ( अवयवभेदादवयविभेदः ), 
and so on we may argue until we arrive at the ultimate con- 
stituents of matter, namely the atoms. But as an atom has 
no parts, we cannot account for the distinction of one atom 
from another by the same process of reasoning. Similarly 
we cannot account for the mutual distinction of the imper- 
ishable substences such as ether, time and space. There is 
therefore no help ( अनायत्या of S. ¢ ) but to assume 9 separate 


individuality in each of the substances to account for its. 


distinctive character. This individuality is called the stg of 
that substance, and they are as innumerable as the atoms and’ 


other eternal substances. It is not right to translate this. 


विङोष by ‘ difference’ 07 ` differentia,’ because the latter words 
denote the special characteristics of a species as distinguish- 
ed from genus, while fata concerns the individual only.' 


4. This doctrine of fara 15 supposed to be a peculiar tenet. 


च invented by the Vaisesikas, and one from 
` Why 15८50 is 


recognized. which they derive their appellation; but it. 


is singular that the original aphorisms of 


Kaniida do not give much prominence to it. It is referred to. 


—S ee 








$$ 





1. 596 Bain’s Deductive Logic p. 73. 


किचिदस्त्यतोऽनायत्या विरोष आश्रयितव्यः ” ^ jar is distinguished: 
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only incidentally as it were, in the Sutra अन्यत्रान्त्य विषेभ्यः" 
which, while treating of सामान्य, distinguishes its occasional 
fasta” from the well-known ultimate Visesas; that are 
called final, because they reside in the final atoms of matter. 


On this bare reference the commentator Prasastapada founds. 


the theory of विज्ञष which is however wholly repudiated by 
many of the modern Naiydyikas who are otherwise followers 
of the Vaisesika school. They argue that, granting that 
Vigesas are necessary to distinguish individual atoms, there 


must be something else to distinguish the Vzsesas_ them- 


selves from one another. If however it is said that the latter 
function is done by the Visesas themselves by some peculiar 
inherent faculty, why not then attribute this inherent faculty 
10 the atoms themselves. If you have to bring in the inhe- 
rent faculty somewhere, why not suppose it in the individual 
atom itself and discard the superfluous Visesa altogether, 
rather than first attribute a Visesa to the atom and then at- 
tribute the inherent faculty of seli-distinction to the Visesa ? 
The argument is irresistible but not a new one. Pragasta- 
poda the oldest known commentator on Vaisesika Sutra 
already anticipates and answers it thus:—“aurearaeratera 
परमाणव कस्मान्न स्वतः Taras परत्याभिन्ञानं aT कल्प्यत इति चेच 


तादात्यात | इह तादात्म्यनिभित्तपरत्ययो भवतति यथा wares sera ag 


पदीपे प्रदीपात्‌ । यथा च श्वमांसादीनां स्वत एवाुचित्वं तयोगादन्येषां 


तथेहापि तादार्म्यादन्त्यविरोषेषु स्वत एव पत्ययव्यादानिस्तदोगात्यरमाण्वा ई - 


न्विति. +The answer however is hardly satisfactory. It is of 
course scarcely needful to say that the doctrine of Visesa is. 
not accepted by other Indian schools of philosophy such as. 


the modern Naiydyikas, the two sections of the Minamsakas- 
the Bhattas and the Prabhakaras, and the Vedaniins.. 


namely, 


Hee 


--- = -- ~ य — _ शा ~ ae 
—_——— - ~ ---- = SS - —— = = ~ aaa 


1 ए. 8.1, 2, 6. : 
9 See V.S. 1, 2, 3, and ow Note under Sect. VI. on p. 90 Supra. 
3 P. 8, Ben, ed, ए. 323. | 
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| Sect. भा. समवायः 
Intimate Union is one only. 


1. समवाय etymologically means the act of coming together 
closely, and is therefore used to denote a 
kind of ‘intimate union’ between two things 
which are thereby rendered inseparable so 
“that they cannot be separated without themselves being 
destroyed. It is therefore more appropriate to translate 
` समवाय by ‘intimate union’ rather than by co-inherence as 
Ballantyne has done. Annambhatta defines समवाय in Sect 
79 as ‘a permanent ccnnection existing between two things 
` that are always found inseparable’. The समवाय is called नित्य- 
` Waeg in contradistinction {० सयोग which is a guna and is 
always आनित्य. The expression अयुतासिद्ध denotes things one 
-of which is always cependent on the other, as the jar on its 
‘components or the quality on the substance. अयुतारद्ध is the 
opposite of चुतसिद्ध which may be taken to mean either “prov- 
ed to be joined’ or ‘proved to be separated,’ according as we 
: take the verb यु in the sense of ‘to join’ or ‘to separate’, In 
-either case the meaning of युततसिद्ध is the same. In the first 
` 86056 युतास्षेद्ध means things which are proved to have been 
¢ -actually joined and therefore which must have once existed 
in a state of separation, while in the latter sense युतसिद्ध 
~simply denotes things which are proved to have once been 
=separated. Those things therefore which are not thus proved, 
‘that is, which have never existedina separate condition, are 
The two halves of a jar were separate before they 
| were joined together ; their connection therefore 38 सयोग which 
~can be destroyed at any moment by separating them again 
But the jar never existed and can never exist separately from 
ए the two halves ; the connection of the jar with the halves is 
7 #9€0716 समवाय. These अयुतसिद्ध things are limited in num- 


Intimate Union 





५ ber. In fact there are only five pairs of things between which 
। समवाय is supposed to exist, vz., 1 the product and its »varts 
~( अवयवावयविनो ), 2 the quality and the qualified (amattar ), 





3 the motion and the moving ( क्रियाक्रयावन्तौ ), 4 the indivi- 





: 
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dual and the common characteristic ( जातिव्यक्ती ), and lastly 5 ` 
particularity and the eternal substance in which it inheres | 
( विदाषनित्यद्रव्ये ). The definition in the Sztra is simpler and less 
comprehensive इहेदमिति यतः कार्यकारणयोः स समवायः, from 
which it may be inferred that the notion of समवाय was crude ` 
at first, and must have been gradually developed by later ` 
writers. 


2. In Sect. VIII Annambhatta emphatically says ६18६ 
Serer समवाय is one and one only,in order to repu- - 
वती diate the position of the Prabhakara Mi 
mamsakas and a modern school of Natya- 
yikas. These latter deny even नित्यत्व to समवाय. The नित्यत्व ` 
of समवाय is proved by the argument that as all positive pro- - 
ducts (भावकार्य) are generated in their material cause by समवाय » 
relation, a Waara if produced will require another समवाय and 
so on ad inflnitum. समवाय therefore must be regarded un- 
producible i, e. नित्य. Of course this नित्यत्व is only relative* 
and not absolute such as that of an atom. समवाय is नित्य in 
the sense that it can neither be produced nor destroyed 
without producing or destroying the product. Now comes the 
question why this separate entity of समवाय is recognised at 
all. Here there is a difference of opinion betweenthe > चद 
yikas and the Vaisesikas, or the old and the modern schools, 
as 8, ¢. calls them. The former hold that समवाय is observ- ` 
ed by perception, and therefore no other proof is required to- 
prove its existence. The Vaisesikas however, of whom An- 
nambhatia is one, deny preceptibility ४० समवाय, on the ground 
that & connection is perceptible onl when the two connected 
things are perceptible, while ससवाय often exists between things. 
one of which ( e. g. AveT=at the anager of 3124) may be 
imperceptible. In their opinion समवाय is proved by inference- 
only, and the argument is often put as Annambhatia has put 
it in his commentary on Sect. 79. 


1 प्र. 8. VII, 2, 26. 





conceived by the Naiyayikas;and itis this theory that makes 


-add that the 7 "8 समवाय does not 1est upon the सम्बाध by 
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3. ‘The doctrine of समवाय is very important and may in 
वुं one sense be said to be ue corner-stone of 
Samavaya. Nyaya philosophy. It is the समवाय that 
: explains the phenomenon of causality as 





them so intensely realistic, in marked opposition to idealistic, K 
schools like the Vedanta. The conception of समवाय is in fact ॥॥ 
a key to the whole theory of causation as viewed from) the, | ॥ 
Nydaya standpoint, and consequently the doctrine has beem ।(॥ 
strongly animadverted by writers of the Sa@mkihyaand Vedan- ai 
tte schools who hold different views. The Bhatia Mimaimsakas 
also agree with the latter in repudiating समवाय. The theory 
-of atoms for which the Naiyayikas have been so famous is 
but a necessary result of the doctrine of समवाय. Samkara- 
carya, in his commentary on Brahma-Sitra II. 2.13, lays his 
finger accurately on the weakest point in 76 समवाय theory> 
namely, the inconsistency of calling समवाय a connection 
between two distinct things, and at the same time regarding 
it as of a totally different kind from सयोग. If Hart exists on 
the संयोगि dravyas by समवाय, समवाय also requires another 
समवाय to exist on the Haas; and so there is the absurdity 
of an ad tnfinitum. To avoid this dificulty समवायं is regarded 
as a distinct padarikha and not a guna and the Naiyayikas 


another समवाय but is identical with it. Why then, rejoins 
the Vedantin, do you not take संयोग to be identical with the > 
सयो गिऽ. As to संयोग being a guna and समवाय an independent 4 
padartha, says the Vedaniin, that is a technicality of your 


own invention, and we do not accept it. It cannot also be 


‘said that सम्नवाय being नित्य is of a different kind from संयोग, 


and must be treated differently, for संयोग also is sometimes 


eternal, as for example the सयोग of काट or Ararat with परमाण, 
while समवाय itself is not truly eternal, it being liableto des- 


ttruction by the destruction of the product. But the chief 
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objection against समवाय is that, if समवाय is to be regarded as 

identical with its कायं and कारण, would it not be better and 
simpler ( छाघव ) to regard the कायं itself as identical with the 
कारण ? Hence the Vedantins and Sankhyas hold the cause 
and its product to be connected with each other not by समवाय, 
but by the relation of identity ( तादात्म्य )» The doctrine of अयुत- 
सिद्ध on which that of समवाय depends is also ruthlessly criti- 
-eized by Samkaracarya.' The gist of his criticism is that the 
notion of cause and effect being अयुतसिद्ध, that is, being con- 
nected together in an inseparable union, is directly opposed 
to the hypothesis that the cause is always anterior to the 
effect. Asa matter of fact the cause and effect are one 
and the same thing, and not two different things joined to- 
gether inseparably by 8 fictitious union called समवाय. The 
whole realistic theory of the Naiyayikas is therefore based on 
a fiction which has no basis in actual experience. This is not 
the place to go deeper into this controversy which has been 
‘vigorously carried on between the rival disputants from the 
earliest to the latest times; but what has been said will be 
sufficient to give the student an idea as to how the doctrine 
.0 समवाय and the theory of causation built upon it lie at the 
very root of the whole Nyaya system of philosophy. 


SecT. IX अभावाः. 


Negation is of four kinds :—Antecedent, Consequent, -Abso- 
lute, and Reciprocal 
1. The ninth section only enumerates the four kinds of ne- 
gations, reserving the definitions of each ` 
fora future occasion. They are antecedent 
negation or non-production, consequent 
negation or destruction. absolute negation, and reciprocal nega- 
tion. The word negation used by Ballantyne conveys the idea 
of Abhava better than non-existence, wnich is hardly applica- 


Negation. 


1 Brak. Satra LI, 2, 17. ३. 
॥ & 
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ble in the case of अन्योन्याभाव, Antecedent negation is that 


which exists before a thing is produced, and the consequent 


results after its destruction. Absolute negation exists always- 


and in all places except where the thing itself is. Reciprocal 
negation is the denial of one thing being any otber, such as 
that a jar is not a piece of cloth. 


2. Other writers divide अभाव first into two kinds, अन्योन्या- 


भाव and संसगभिाव, and then split the latter into the remain-— 


ing three. Thus Visvandtha says in Bhasa-Pariccheda : 


अभावस्तु द्विधा संसगान्योन्याभावभदतः | 
प्रागभावस्तथा धवसोऽप्यत्यन्ताभाव एव च ॥ 
एवं ञविध्यमापच्ः` संसर्गाभाव इष्यते \1 


Mutual or reciprocal negation may be defined as the 
negation of identity. All other kinds of negation are grouped 
under संसगीभाव which, literally translated, means negation by 
contact, the contact being between the thing negatived and 
the thing on which its negation is affirmed. Thus when wesay 
इह Was घटो नारित we affirm the negation of घट ona particular 
spot. Similarly the antecedent and the emergent negations 
also are affirmed with reference to some external अधिकरण 
with which they are said to be connected, while अन्योन्याभाव 
simply denotes the mutual non-identity of two things. In 
short, in both kinds of अभाव, viz. संसगं and अन्योन्य, there are 
always two things referred to: but in the first, one is negativ-- 
ed of the other, while in the other, both are negatived of each 
other. Thus an अन्योन्याभाव may be resolved into two संसर्गा 
wras. For instance चरः Tat नास्ति 15 a proposition affirming 
the mutual negation of षट and पट ; and it may be split up into 
two propositions घटे पटत्वं नास्ति and पटे घटत्वं ant, both of 
which are examples of संसगांभाव. In अन्योन्याभाव the words 
expressive of the two things are always in the same case, 8. €. 
the nominative ; while in the other case one word is usually 
in the locative as denoting the अधिकरण on which the negation. 
rests. asta is divided 1०६० प्रागभाव, प्रध्वसाभाव, and अत्यता- 
आव, of which the first two are nothing but the non-produc- 
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tion and the destruction, respectively, of a thing. अन्यन्ताभाष 
is absolute negation, and comprises all varieties other than 
those mentioned.’ A discussion as to its exact nature will 
be found under Sect. 80. 


3. The simplest definition of अभाव is भावभिन्न, what is 
distinct from existing things, but other 

Abhava defined definitions are more elaborate. S. 0, defines 
अभावरत्व 85 प्रतियोगिन्ञानाधीनाविषयत्वम्‌, ?. €. 8 

padartha the knowledge of which is dependent on the know- 
ledge of its contradictory. S. M. defines it as xam@yzrear- 


न्याभावतवम्‌ a padartha in which rest ihe mutual negations of 


all the other six paadrthas, i.e. which is distinct from 
the six categories, substance etc. While really meaning 
the same as भावभिन्रत्व, this definition begs the question 
by inserting अन्योन्याभाव, a sub-variety of अभाव, into the defi- 
nition of अभाव. Itis therefore faulty. A third definition, 
giver in Sarra-Darsana-Samgraha, is असमवायत्वे सत्यसमवायि- 
‘aa, 2, €. अभाव not being itself समवाय is not connected with 
anything else by समवाय. Naiydyikas hold that अभाव is 
an object of direct perception and is connected with its 
आधेकरण by the relation called fasismar ; that is, when we 
say घटाभावबद्धूतलम्‌ we regard घटाभाव as an attribute of waz, 
just as we call दण्ड the attribute of दण्डी. This peculiar 
conception of negation discloses the habit of Naiyayikas 
to invent any number of fictitious conventionalities, if they 
are convenient for practical purposes. Really speaking, to 
class अभाव as a padariha along with the other six is an 
absurdity. There is not the least resemblance between the 
two groups, as one is the direct opposite of the other. 
अभाव can be a padartha only in the most literal sense of 
the word, namely, the connotation of a word ( अभाव), but 
really speaking it cannot be said to have any external 
existence. It is ncn-existence pure and simple, end all 
varieties of it such asthe non-existence of this thing and 
that thing are mere conventionalities of speech. In what 
respect, for instance, does a घरामात्र differ from a पटाभाव £ 
_ Really in rcihing eseentiaily, for tcth egieein ileir simple 





1 Sarv. 0. €. Cale. ed. p. 109. 
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character of negation. But one might say that we find 
wetara even where there is a पट, and vice versa; and there- 
fore the two negations must be different. But this means” 
that we only attribute the difference of the things ( घरतिषोभी ) ` 
to their negations. In other wor ds, the wagfe on the 
अभाव is simply आरोपित, while as 8 matter of fact all nega-— 
tion is pure and characierless. It follows that अभाव cannot 
really be the विशेषण of “Ae, for a विरोषण, in order to be 
apprehended, must exist, while the essence of अभाव is non- 
existence. Vedantins and others therefore who refuse to — 
recoznize AAT as a padartha regard it simply as कैत्रल्यरूप,. 
that is, as @a itself and nothing more. = 
4 1{ 88618 that the Vuisesikas had not originally con- 
ceived of अभाव as a separate paidartha. Kanada 5 aphorism" 
enumerates only six padarthas, omitting अभाव altogether. — 
But the ingenuity of commentators has added a seventh — 
category अभाव as being intended though not expressed by 
the Sutrakara, the intention being gathered from the occur- 
rence of the word अभाव in some other Sutras, such as "कारणा ~ 
भावात्‌ कायाभाव. and असतः क्रियाखणव्वपयेदा भावाद्‌ थान्तरम्‌.* 10 
recognize a separate entity because ॐ word expressive of 
it occurs somewhere in a work is not indeed 8 very strong 
argument. Similarly Udzyaniicdrya 0 his Kiranival 
remarks “ एते च पदार्थाः (the six mentioned in V.5. 1, 3,34 
प्रघानतयोदिष्टा अभावस्तु स्वरूपवानापि ates: पतियोगिनिरूपणाधीननिख- 
वणत्वात्‌ न त॒ त॒च्छत्वात्‌. This is more like an apology for the 
non-mention of अभाव in the original Swtras than an argu- 
ment for recognizing it as a separate padartha. ~ 
be the case, the recognition of अभाव as an independen’ 
entity has been a distinct gain to Indian logic, inasmuch 
as it has greatly facilitated the processes of analysis and 
reasoning. Even those who deny it the status of a ems ) 
cannot often help clothing their propositions in its terms 
The ter accuracy of the Indian syllogism 18 in a gr : 
measure due to the use of such fictitious but well-unders 0००५ 
expressions as अभाव, प्रतियोगी and अनुयोगी 
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5. Here ends the first chapter of Tarka-Samigraha, which 
-8. ©. names पद्ाथोदेरविभागनिरूपणम्‌, According to the well- 
known dictum of the scholiast, the Vaisesika system con- 
Sists of three parts, the enumeration, the division and the 
definitions of padG@rthas, The author of Larks-Satigraha first 
enumerates the Padarthas in the second section, and then 
proceeds to state their divisions and subdivisions in Secs. 
3to9. From the tenth section onwards he enters upon 
their definitions or स्वरूपकथन severally, and defines them in 
the order in which they have been enumerated. 





Secr. ॐ. पुथिवी. 


Earth is that which has odour. It is of two sorts, elernal and 
non-eternal. Eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It is also 
threefold, body, organ and object. Body is that like ours; organ 
28 the olfactory sense at the tip of the nose; object comprises 
the earthy stones and the like. 


1. The author defines earth as गन्धवतीं ‘having odour,’ 

: which means गन्धसमवायिकारणम्‌, the inti- 
Earth. mate cause of odour.’ The relation expres- 
sed by the termination वत्‌ here is समत्राय 

only, for otherwise the definition will overlap on fime and 
space, with which गन्ध is connected by कालिक and 2fate rela- 
fions respectively. Besides the apparent अतित्याति on dine 
and space, the T. D. notices three other objections acainst 
the definition : Ist, it will not apply to a product which, be- 
ing composed of parts having both good and bad smells, is 
rendered odourless owing to the two kinds of smell being 
mutually destroyed ; nor can it be said that in that case per- 
ception of odour is rendered impossible. You will have 
therefore, says the opponent, either to recognize a चिज्गन्ध 
` variegated odour,’ which you do not, or your definition will 
be inapplicable to such a case. The author denies both 
alternatives, saying that in such cases we can distinctly ap- 
prehend the different odours of component parts, and so there 


is no need of recognizing one variegated odour of the whole, 
The second objection is the same as in the case of INIT as 





1. 8. M. Cale. ed. p. 21. 
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a definition of Dravyu, viz. that it will not apply to a pro- 
duct in the first moment of creation, when it is supposed ६० 
be without attribute. The answer to the present objection is. 
also the same, viz. amplification of the definition (p. 77). The 
third objection is drawn from our experience that even water ` 
and other substances besides earth possess smell. The answer~ 
is that the smell belongs not to the water but to earthy 
particles mixed with it. There isa fourth objection which 
the author does not notice. We see many earthy things such 
as stones which are odourless, and the definition may not 
apply to them; but the answer would be that the smell in 
them 18 अनुद्धत, that is, though existing, it is not perceived 
owing to unfavourable circumstances. - 


2. Although odour is mentioned as the differentiating at- 
tribute of earth it is not its only attribute. 
Its attributes.  Kandda’s aphorism eqeaneaerstaat प्रथिवी " 
describes earth as possessing four qualities, 
colour, savour, odour and touch, which Samkara Miéra con- 
strues as giving four alternative definitions of earth. Besides. 
these four material qualities, earth is credited with ten 
others, making in all 14 qualities residing in earth, for which 
see quotation Supra. p. 85 


3. Four copies A BD and K add a& before गन्धवती, but 
the pratikas in all the copies of Dipika 6 कः pt A, as wellas 
that in 8. C. show that the sentence began with गन्धवती, and 
that the aw got into the text by error, probably from the 
opening sentence of the ^. The ay in the Dipika is ex- 
plained by Nilakantha 88 पाथत्यादिषु ( नवद्रव्येवु ) मध्य इत्यर्थः. 


4. Earth is first divided into eternal and non-eternal: the 
first being atomic, and the second a pro-. 
duct. T.D. defines नित्यत्व as ध्वंसाघतियोभित्वम, 
its contrary ध्वंस पातयोगित्वम्‌ being अनित्यत्व, 
That which is not liable to destruction 18 eternal, and its op- 
posite is the non-eternal. These definitions of T. D, are how- 
ever incomplete. Vdakya-Vriti defines नित्यत्व and अनित्यत्वं more 
correctly, as नित्यत्वं पागमावाप्रतियो गिवे सति ध्वं॑सापतियोगित्वम्‌ and 


Earth eternal 
and non-eternal. 
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-अनित्यत्वं प्ागभावपतियोभित्वध्वसपरतियो गित्वान्यतरवन्ं बोध्यम. The T. 
D. does not take into account past as well as future eternity, 
and consequently its definition of नित्यत्व overlaps on पचध्वं साभाव 
which, being indestructible,is ध्वसाप्रतियोगी,0प( which is not नित्य 
as 16 188 पागभाव. There are some however who regard धवस as 
eternal; and according to them T.D.’s definitions will be correct 
नित्यत्व is also defined in another and a simpler way as चकाटिक- 
WAHla=saeq, “being distinguished by a connection with the 
three times, past, present.and future’’,i. €. existing in all times. 
Whichever definition we take, products are always Alaa as 
‘they do not exist prior to their production. The eternal portion 
of earth is the atoms which are the ultimate material causes 
-of all earthy products. The atomic theory of the Vaiseshikas 
-will be explained later on. (See note Sect. XIII). 


2, Earth is again divided into three kinds, body, organ 
of sense and mass. The body is that which 
belongs to human beings like ourselves; 
the organ is that of smell which appre- 
hends odour and is situated at the root of the nose; while 
mass comprehends all other earthy things, such as stones etc. 
This threefold division of earth is very ancient, being deriv- 
-ed from the aphorism of Kafidda.' But there is a difference 
-of opinion as to whether this threefold division is of 31@4T in 
general or of कायख्षा प्रथिवी only ; 870 the controversy, so far as 
we are concerned, turns partially, if not mainly, on the cor- 
-rect reading of the passage in Yarka-Sangraha. A reads सा 
Galetaat, but as all other copies of the text as well as the 
commentaries agree in omitting सा before पुनः there was 
no alternative but to omit it here also. The reading सा can 
‘be defended on the ground that by unmistakably applying 
the threefold division to कायंरूपा प्रथिवी it makes the meaning 
of the passage clear, and thus brings the text into harmony , 
not only with other works like P. B., 9. P., 5. M., and 
others, but also with Kandda’s aphorism तत्पनः प्राधेत्यादि 
कायद्रव्यं विविधं aiiiiesataqaaanea.” The word सा however is 
not absolutely necessary, since 8. C. extracts the same sense 
out of the word पनः. The chief objection against सा, as also 


Another division. 


1 V.5- IV, 2, 1. 2 Ibid. 
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against the interpretation put on the passage by S. C. to make 
it conform with the works mentioned above, is that the inter- 


` pretation does not agree with T. D.’s note on the passage 


प्रकारान्तरेण विभजते. The remark apparently shows that the three- 
fold division is not a sub-division of one of the two kinds of 


` प्राथेवी first mentioned namely कार्यरूपा, but an altogether inde- 


pendent division of प्राथेवी itself. Having divided earth into 
eternal and non-eternal, the author mentions another divi- 
sion of the same according to its forms and functions. But 
here comes the question, does Annambhatta say something 
which is in direct opposition to Kanada’s Siva? The Sutra 
distinctly ascribes the three-fold division to product earth. 
only : and the scholiast Prasasiapida also clearly states his 
opinion by remarking fad चास्याः कायं | शरीरेन्द्रियाविषयसंसलकम्‌ 1" 
Annamihatta, by taking in the whole earth (eternal and 
non-eternal ), would be plainly contradicting the Siira and 
the scholiast, which is highly improbable as the present 
work is distinctly based on Pragastapada’s scholium. Asa 
matter of fact, whichever interpretation we take, the 
ultimate result, as observed by Nilakantha, is the same, 
namely, that laid down inthe Sitra. Nilakantha noticing 
these two ways of interpretation remarks अचर नित्य प्राथेव्य 
 शारीरेन्द्रियभिन्नत्वरूपविषयलक्चषणाक्रां तत्वेन विषयां तर्गतत्वामितिर्प ति 

मत एव AS पुनान्नेविधेत्युक्तिः संगच्छत इति ध्येयम. Even if the 








three-fold division ke ascribed #० प्राधेवी in general, it does. 


not apply to नित्या wert, that is, atoms, as all the atoms 
obviously fall into the third of the latter three divisions i. e. 
विषय. In other words, नित्या प्राथवी instead of being the genus 
of the latter three kinds becomes a variety of one of them.. 
In this way the passage in T. D. can be made to agree with. 
the Sitra, and both views reconciled. 


6. शारीर is defined as आत्मनो भोगायतनम, but a more accurate- 
TOR _ definition is अन्त्यावयदित्व साति चे्टाश्रयम्‌, that 
a; ate ge ite is, a final product which possesses volunta~ 

ry action. अन्त्यावयावित्व is defined as अवयवज- 


1 2. B. Ben. ed, ए. 27. 
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न्यत्वे सत्यवयव्यजनकः्वम्‌, a thing which is produced from parts 
but does not itself become a producer of another product, such 
gs 8 jar..Our body is such a final product, because it dces not 
Body. constitute a part of any ७१ larger product; 
and it possesses the additional character 

of being the seat of voluntary actions. चेष्टा 

is defined as हिताहितपासिपरिहाराथाक्रिया an act which conduces to 
the acquisition of the desirable and prevention of the 


undesirable. A hand ora foot is also the seat of such चेटा, | 


but it is not a final product as it formsa part of a larger 
body. Body is divided into योनिज embryonic, and अयोनिज 
non-embryonic. The firstis इछक्ररोणितमखनजन्य and belongs 
to human beings, quadrupeds, birds etc. The second kind 
is possessed by insects born of perspiration, plants and 
semi-divine personages, like the sage Manu, who were self- 
born owing to the influence of अदृष्ट. This classification 
comprehends the whole Biology of the Natyayakas. 


”%. The second division of earth is organ of sense, which is 
also limited to animate nature. इन्द्रिय is 

Organ. defined as ब्देतरोद्धतविेषरखणानाश्रयत्वे सति ज्ञान- 
कारणमनः संयोगाश्चयम्‌. ‘‘An organ of sense is 

the seat of that contact of mind which produces knowledge, 
but is not the seat of any manifested special qualities except 
8007." The Naiydyika theory of perception is given by S. ©. 
प्रापः--जात्मा मनसा संयुज्यते मन इन्धियेणेन्दियमर्थेन ततः पत्यश्चम्‌. “The 
organ is united with the external object on the one hand andis 
on the other connected with the mind which acts esa link 
with the soul.”” So the contact of the mind is with two 
things at once, viz. the soul and the organ, and both are the 
causes of knowledge. The first part of the definition 
ending with साति is therefore inserted to exclude the soul, 
which is the seat of 14 special qualities,' while the organ of 
sense possesses none. But then one might object that as the 
organs of sense such as smell and sight partake of the 
nature of their respective constituents, 2v7z., earth and light, 
they must possess odour and colour, the special qualities of 


1. See quotation p. 85-86 Supra, 
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earth and light. The answer is that they do possess them, 
but the qualities are not manifested in them, and hence the 
word उद्धूत is inserted to qualify ftqam. In this form how- 
ever the definition becomes too narrow, because it does not 
apply to श्रो, the organ of hearing, which being by hy pothesig 
आकारास्वरूप possesses one उद्धूतविशेषखण ४२. शाब्द. This defect 
is removed by excluding राव्द्‌ ( शब्देतर ) from the special qua- 
lities that are not manifested in an organ of sense, In this 
way the definition is made to denote anorganalone. Other 
and perhaps simpler definitions of इन्द्रिय are शारीरसंय॒क्तं ज्ानकारण- 
मतीन्द्रियम्‌ and स्मत्यजनक-ज्ञानजनक-मनःसंयोगाश्रयत्वम्‌.* Tn the first 
of these अतीन्द्रिय excludes the Soul and external objects, while 
डारीरसय॒क्तम्‌ excludes निर्धिक्छत्पज्ञान which being अतीच्द्रिय is the 
proximate cause of सविकल्पक्ञान. In the second definition the 
words स्मृत्यजनक esclude the Soul. faa is of two kinds, the 
internal (अन्तरिन्द्रिय) which is mind, and the external (चहिरन्दिय) 
which are five, viz. the organs of sight, hearing, taste, smell 
and touch, corresponding to the five elements. Ofthese the 
organs of smell, taste and hearing apprehend qualities only, 
while the rest apprehend substances as well as qualities.) 


8. The third devision of earth is विषय object, which compre- 
hends the whole mass of inorganic sub- 
Object. stances. The term विषय is used here some- 
what loosely. It signifies everything that 

8 any time becomes the object of our knowledge. Organs of 
sense not being objects of direct preception may perhaps be 
excluded from the class विषय, but organic bodies, at least 
of all the living beings beside ourselves, do become the 
objects of perception and ought therefore to fall under faq. 
One’s own body being subjective ( आध्यानिकः ) may be ranked 
apart, but the bodies of other persons are as much objects of 
knowledge as houses or stones, Why then should they 
not be included under विषय ? The reason is that the 
word विषय is used here in a restricted sense. 1४ 


1T. K. p. 3. 


2 Tattva-Cintamapi. 
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means those things only which are always the objects and 
never the subjects of knowledge. The bodies of living beings 
thouigh objects of other men's knowledge are subjective so 
far as each individual is concerned, while inanimate things 
like stones not having any knowledge of their own must 
always remain objects and objects only.) This point does not 
seem to have been clearly understood by commentators, al- 
though the difficulty was perceived by them. 8. C. for instance 
remarks “qaazant ाशीरादावतिव्याघ्तामिति विभव्यते तदा ङारीरे न्द्रियभिन्न- 
त्वमेव तदजुसर य्‌ | aaa ङारीरादिकमपि विषय एव | Waa Stat त बालधी- 
वैरायाय, that is, although the three-fold division is a cross- 
division in as much as the usual defiuition of fava (भोगोपयोगी 
विषयः ) would also apply to bodies and organs, the latter are 
elassed separately for the clear understanding of beginners 
This explanation of 8. C. is of course copied from a similar 
one in Muklavali : हारीरेन्द्रिययोविषयत्वे ऽपि पकारान्तरोपन्यासः शिष्य 
-खुदधिविशयार्थः.' Tt is difficult to guess how sucha cross-division 
tends to the easy comprehension of beginners, but probably 
these commentators, while noting that body and organ are 
expressly excluded from विषय, did not quite realize why the 
meaning of the word विषय was thus restricted. It is also 
significant that Ann.mbhatta defines विषय simply as ङारीरेन्द्रिय- 
fira:, and thus carefully abstains from any reference to 
भग or उपभोग. 


9. There are two other questions with regard to the extent 
of the class विषय which cannot be so easily answered. The 
first is whether atoms are included in विषय. The definition 
भोमोपयोभी would of course exclude them, for atoms being 
अतीन्द्रिय can never be the objects of enjoyment. Besides 
_other works expressly exclude them. Bhasa-Pariccheda 
for instance has:— 

विषयो दचणकादिश्च बदह्याण्डान्त उदाहतः ।° 
On the other hand, as observed in a previous note ( Supra 
क. 106) Annambhatta would seem to include atoms under 
-faqa, and the fact that he gives a definition of विषय which 
tye ee SSE 

15S. M. Cal. ed. p. 27. 

2 8. ८. 37. 
15 
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applies to atoms as well as products supports the conjecture: 
The second question is whether plants are to be classed with 
ङारीर or with प्रषय. The question seems to have very much: 
exercised later writers, and there is a difference of opinion, 
Prasastapada includes trees under faqa,' while Visvanatha, 
the author of Siddh@nta-Muxiavaii, declares in favour of th 
opposite view.” Sankara Misra discusses the arguments on 
both sides and arrives at the only reasonable conclusion, तथापि ` 
चे टावच्वमिन्द्रियवच्वं च नोद्धिदां स्फटतरमतो न डारीरत्यबहारः.* = Annum 
bhatia also would seem to take the same view. | 


~~ === — == 


SEcT. XE जापः. 


Water is a thing having cold touch. It is of two sorts, eternal 
and non-eternal. Eternal is atom, non-eternal is the. preduct. It 
ts again three-fold, body, organ, and object. Body isin the region 
of Varuna, organ is the sense of taste perceiving savcur and 
residing on the tip of the tongue ; masses are rivers, seas etc. 


1. Water is defined as having cool touch. Like earth. ` 
water 15 divided, first into eternal and non- ` 
eternal, and then into body, organ and 
| । mass. ‘The watery body is possessed by — 
beings in the regions of !aruna, the organ is the organ of. 
q taste located at the tip of the tongue, and the mass com- 
prehends rivers, oceans etc. This and the following paragraph — 
| on light closely resemble the last one treating of earth, and 
appear to have been inserted with an eye tosymmetry. They 
| are good examples of how a passion for analogies and sym- | 

metry in everything often leads to unwarranted and absurd! 
| conclusions. Because we see earthy bodies and earthy atoms, — 
we are also asked to believe in watery and luminary bodies as — 
well as afoms in the Varuna and Aditya regions respectively 
Kanada defines water as रूपरसस्पङावत्य आपो zat: सिग्धाः,* and al- 
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so affirms the coldness of the touch of water,' but it is singu- 

lar that no trace of the subsequent classification is found in 

his Sairas. These details in the case of water as well as of 
light have been supplied by commentators, whose dialectical’ 
ingenuity never fails to supply argu ments for defending the- 
erossest absurdities. The objection, for instance, that a watery 

body having no solidity, would be like a bubble of water, in- 

capable of enjoyment, is met by the reply that though such a 
body would be mainly composed of watery particles, there 
would be enough of earthy atoms in it to add consistency 

and cohesion. This watery body is held to be only अयोनिज. 

Another objection that if coldness is the special attribute of_ 
water how is it felt in slabs of stone, is answered by attri- 

buting the coldness to the presence of water in the stone. 

The remarks made in the three preceding notes on the last 

section as to the propriety of the division and cross-division,. 
apply mutatis mutandis to this and the following sections. 
also. For the qualities residing in water see quotation. 
at p. 80 Supra. 


र उष्टा, ऋ तजस. 

Light has hot touch. It 1s of two sorts, eternal and non- 
eternal ; eternal is atomic, non-eternal is product. It 15 again 
threefold, body, organ and mass; body is well-known in the 
Solar region, organ is the sight which perceives colour and 
resides in the forepart of the black pupil of the eye; mass is 
fourfold, earthy, heavenly, gastric and mineral. Earthy ( mass) 
is fire and the like ; heavenly is lightning ete. produced from 
watery fuel ; gastric causes diges'icn of things eaten ; mineral 
is gold and the like. | 

1. The only variation in this section over the last two is 
ae the sub-division of विषय into four kinds of 
light; 1 earthy, in the shape of common 

fire and the light of the glowworm; 2 celes- 

tial, in the shape of lightning which is fed by the fuel of 
water (आप इन्धनं यस्य तत्‌ ), as well as sun-light, moo n-light and 
submarine fire ; 3 gastric, which is instrumental in digesting: 
the food eaten; and 4 mineral, such as gold and other metals. 
The first two kinds are undoubtedly Te ~ first two kinds are undoubtedly real fires ; but it will re-- 
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“quire 8 very strong metaphor to class the latier two among the 
duminary substances. The gastric juice is called fire be 
cause it consumes food like fire, and produces heat in the 
body. The last case of luminous metals will be discussed ` 
further on. 
*. The threefold division of light and the four-fold subdivi- | 

Varies of ogee Att of its third variety are taken from ` 

| ` Prasastapada’s scholium, while the origi- 
nal Sutras themselves contain 09 {7866 of 
them. Satnkara Misra, the author of Upas™ 
kara gives another four-foid division of light, viz, 1 having ` 
colour and touch manifested, as sun-light; 2 having colour 
manifested but touch unmanifested, as mcon-light ; 3 having 
Aoth colour and touch slightly unmanifested, as the lustre 
Of the eye; 4 having colour slightly unmanifested, but touch 
fully manifested, as a red-hot 00857670. This division ig ` 
of course not compatible with the first, and proves that the 
symmetrical classification adopted by Annambhatia was 
regarded by Samkara Misra as an innovation of the Scholiast 
not reconcilable with the original 57८10. 1४ may be remarked 
in passing thaé the organ of sight is located by Naiyadyikas 
at the top of the black ball, but modern science places it still 
further back on the retina, the black eyeballs being simply 
windows to let in external light. Another now exploded 
doctrine of the Naiyaykas was that before an object- could 
be perceived, the organ of sight went out of the eye, reached 
the object and then returned back to its place carrying with 
it the impression of the object ; while it is now proved that 
the organ does not go out at all but the rays of the sun 
falling on the object carry its impression to the retina 
of the eye, 

3. Naiyayikas have spent much argument to prove why 
gold and other metals are classed under 
light. The argument by which the luminosity 
( तेजसत्व ) of gold is established is explained — 
at length in T. D. Gold is light because it 
can neither be earth, nor water, nor wind. Its being 

any of the last five dravyas is of course out of the ques” 
“tion. Gold is not earth because the Oe 8 not earth because the fluidity < of melted 


1. ए. 8. Up. Cal. Ed. p. 74. 


Gold is light, 
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gold is not destroyed even by application of extreme heat, 
while the fluidity of earthy things such as clarified butter— 
is generally found to vanish at certain temperature when 
there is no counteracting force. The fluidity of gold remains 
intact even in the absence of any counteracting force. 
Gold cannot therefore be of earthy nature. It cannot be 
water because its fluidity is occasional and not inherent; 
nor can it be wind as it has colour. Gold therefore is light, 
the heat and brilliancy natural to light being concealed by 
the obstruction of earthy colour and touch. The argument 
may be put in the following syllogism:— 


aan तैजसम्‌ । असाति भ्रतिबन्धकेऽत्यन्तानलसंयोगे च सत्यप्यजच्छिय- - 
मानद्रवत्वत्वात्‌ । यन्नैवं तन्नैवं, यथा धृतम्‌ । 


The fallacy or rather a number of fallacies in this reason 
ing can be easily detected. In the first place, the proposition 
that the fluidity of every earthy substance must be destroyed 
by extreme heat is an arbitrary assumption based on insuffi- 
cient data. Modern science proves that the solidity and 
fluidity are not definite qualities belonging to particular 
kind of substances as the Naiyayikas hold; but they are 
simply states of matter dependent on temperature. Thirdly 
the device of accounting for the non-appearance of any 
quality by the supposition of a counteracting force is often, 
as here, carried rather too far. If obstructing causes can 
explain the disappearance of heat and brilliancy of light, 
why can they not explain the non-destruction of the fluidity 
of gold ? To remove this objection the words असाति प्रतिबन्धके 
are introduced in the हेत॒वाक्य, for we often see that when 
there is an obstructing cause, even earthy substances, such 
as ghee placed in water, do not lose their fluidity. But how 
is it to be proved that there is no obstructing cause in the 
case of gold. also? The difficulty of converting metals to 
gaseous state by the application of strongest possible heat 
seems to have struck the Indian thinkers early, but owing 
to the infancy of experimental sciences they did not wait ६0 
verify their conceptions of solidity and fluidity. They rather 
preferred the easier way of solving the difficulty by relegat- 
ing these apparent exceptions to a different catezory altoge- 
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ther. The Naiyadyikas included the metals under तेजस्‌ ४0 
which their peculiar lustre gave them affinity. The Mi 
mamsakas went further and reckoned the metals as a distin ; 
_dravya. 


Sect. XII वायु 


Air has tcuch without cflour. It is of two sorts eternal and 
non-eternal + elernalis alomic, non-eternal ts product. It ४ ba 
again threefold, body, organ and mass; body is in the aerial 
world, organ 1s the sense of touch, apprehending touch and 
spread over the whole body, mass is the cause of the shaking of 
- trees elc. - 


Air circulating within the body is Prana. Though one, it 
acquires different names suchas Prana, Apiino, etc. owing to 
{ different ) situations. 

1. This section also is modelled on the three last preced-— 
ing. Airis defined as colourless and pos- 
sessing touch. It is of two kinds eternal 4 
and non-eternal, and again of three kinds, — 
‘body in the regions of wind, organ of sense in the shape of — 
the airy cuticle extending over the whole surface of our 
body, and object or mass in the form of the wind that blows 
and shakes trees. | 


Air, 


2. Another variety of air is however mentioned. called 

al air or breath, which is nothing but 

Breath. wind moving inside our body. There isa 
difference of opinion as to how breath is. | 

+o be classed under wind. Prasasfapdda and the ancient 
school mention breath as a fourth kind of air and ताथा ` 
from the body, organ, and mass: while later works on पत्य ` 
cenerally include it under mass. It is doubtful what view 
Annambhatta takes, but from the unconnected manner in 
~which he has tacked the definition of भाण to the section on 
वाय, he seems to be undecided. While he divides arr into 
three kinds only, and not into four as Prasastapada has 
done, he does not expressly class पाण under विषय. In the 
Dip:ka also he caretuily avoids the point, although the Ha- 
तरण “ase पाणस्य दुचान्तभावः' would seem to show that he 
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had tosay something on the point. He gives however ॐ 
decided opinion as to the identity of the five breaths. Al- 
though प्राण is mentioned as one ot the five breaths, it can 
also be used as 8. generic name for all of 
The five breaths. them, as the remaining four are nothing 
more than the same ` पाण called by 
different names, according to the different parts of body 
it travels over and the different functions it performs, 
There are not really five breaths but only one passing 
through five places and performing five functions, each at its 
proper place. Prasastapada simply says क्रिथाभेदादिभिरपानादि- 
संज्ञां wud, the first word ang including स्यान. Annambhatia has 
improved upon him by employing the word Zara which sig- 
nifies both feat and स्थान. The exact meaning of zara will 
be discussed further on. The five breaths are differentiated by 
their places inan old verse :— 


हदि पाणो रेदेऽपानः समानो नाभिसंस्थितः | 
उदानः कण्ठदेशस्थो व्यानः WAST: ॥ 


Prana is situated in the breast, Apana in the rectum, 
Samana in the navel, Uddna in the throat and Vyana over 
the whoie body, 


The functions and names of the five are explained thus:- 
सखनासिक्ाञ्यां निष्करमणधवेरानास्राणः । मटादीनामधोनयनादपानः | आहा- 
{षु पाकाथ बद्धैः सखन्नयनात्समानः | उध्वं नयनाड्दानः । नाडीखखेषु वितन- 
atgata: | These five breaths also bear mythological 
names:—— | 


seit नाग आख्यातः EH उन्मीलने Tae | 
छकरः gee ज्ञेयो देवदत्तो ae | 
न जहाति Ba चापि सबव्यापी TAT: ॥ 


Asthe whole of this peculiarly Pauranic physiology 
has been imported into modern Nyaya works it cannot be 
totally ignored, but it is not necessary to dwellon it here 
any further. It may be noted, however, as 9 good example 
how Indian systematists often imported foreign material into 
their systems, and reconciled it as far as possible with their 
fundamental doctrines. | । 
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3. Air has been defined as devoid of colour, and possess— 
ing touch; the first epithet distinguishes it 
49 air visible. ? from the first three and the second epithet 
from the last five dravyas. The touch in 
the air is again neither hot nor cool, and therefore different 
from the touch in light or water. Air thus occupies a 
somewhat middle and ambiguous position beiween thevisible ` 
and the invisible dravyas; and consequently a hot discussion 
has been carried on between the ancient and the modern 
schools of Naiyayikas as to whether air is perceptible or not. 
The ancients held that air cannot be perceived but can only be 
known by inference ; and Annambhatia inclines to the same- | 
view. The argument, says T. D., that air is perceptible like. 
&jar,asit possesses perceptible touch, is wrong, because 
manifested colour isa necessary condition precedent to 
perceptibility. A condition (उपाधि ) is defined as साध्यव्यापकत्वे 
सति साधनाव्यापकः, that which is greater in extent than साध्य 
( the thing to be proved ) but is not more extensive than 
the साधन 07 हेतु (reason). Ina good syllogism the साध्य 
must always be greater than, or at least equal in extent to, 
the हेत्‌, 6. g. the साघ्य fire should always exist wherever 
there is smoke, the 2a. When however the #4 is greater in: 
extent than the area, there are necessarily found cases where- 
the हेतु exists but the साघ्य does not; and consequently an 
argument based on that हेतु becomes fallacious. These cases 
are due to an Jaa. Now let us put the above argument in. 
a syllogism, and the gyn will at once appear :— ` 


aa: प्रत्यक्षः 
पत्यश्चस्पशाश्रयत्वात्‌ 
या यो द्रव्यत्वे सति प्रत्यक्षस्परशांश्रयः स स पत्यश्चः यथा घटः I 
तथा चायम्‌ | 
तस्मात्तथा । 


Here हेतु is सोपाश्धेक because there is an उपाधि intervening 
between the हेतु and the साध्य. The उपाधे is उद शूतरूपवच्व (the 
state of having manifested colour) and is of course greater in 
extent than the साध्य and lessthan the साधन. 8 उपा is greater 
than the साध्य because we can say यज द्रव्यते सति बहिरिन््रियजलन्य- 
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पत्यश्षत्वं तचो ्ृतरूपवच्वम्‌, all substances visible to external sens- 
es have manifested colour. The words#= and बाहिरि य are used 
in order to make it clear that we are talking of sensuous percep- 
tion of substances only, and thus to exclude आत्मा and per- 
ceptible qualities like =. We cannot however assert az यञ 

प्रत्यश्चस्पाश्रयत्वं तच्रोद्धतरूपवचं, wherever there is tangibility 
there is manifested colour, because we know asa fact that 
air though पत्यक्षस्प श्ाश्रय does not possess उद्धतरूप. The zane 
is therefore साधनाव्पपक. On account of its existence the 
“af or major permise becomes too extensive, and the whole 
argument is a fallacy. Separated from its technicalities, the 
above reasoning amounts to this. According to the hy po- 
thesis of the ancient Nuiydyikas the term प्रत्यक्षत्व has a 
narrower meaning and is exclusively applied to the cases of 
ocular perception. Hence substances and qualities that are 
apprehended by other senses but are not seen by the eye do. 
not become objects of perception. In this restricted sense of 
aaa, namely ocular perception, it is evident that उनधतरूपवत्व 
must be a necessary condition and that air which has no रूपव 
cannot be perceptible, 


The modern Naiyayikas, who affirm the perceptibility of 
air, deny this zn /ofo, because they deny the very hyrothesis 
that बहिद्रस्यप्रत्यश्चत्व is confined to ocular perception only 
Their view is explained by S.C. as being बहिद्रव्यपः्यश्चं चति 
महच्वविशिष्ट-वि से व्यादत्त- विज्ञाषयण महरवावेङ्ष्टाद्धतसूपेद्धतःपडगग्यतरडा 
करणम, that is everything is perceptible that FOseesses some 
special quality having महरव but not वञ्चत, as for instance 
manifested colour @ manifested tcuch, ccmbired - with 
magnitude. On this hypothesis modern Natyéyikas regard 
air as perceptible, as it is the object of tq1aia, as opposed to 
“Tay, प्रत्यक्ष, but atoms are not, because they have no magni- 
tude. Anzambhatia holds the ancient view and Tegaics air as 
inferable only. 

16 
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4. The infere..ce to prove the existence of चायु 18 stated at — 

। , 1९ in T. D. The not-hot-not-cold touch 
Petes brn ay 0 5 which we feel on the blowing of the wind 
| must reside insome substance as it Is 8 qua” 
lity, because the व्याति, यो यो खणः स स किशविदद्रव्याश्रयः 18 univer 
sally true. Now the touch cannot reside in earth, because 
all earthy matter having manifested touch has also manifest- 
ed colour which is not*found here. The touch cannot also — 
reside in water or light, because it is neither cold nor hot. 
It cannot reside in the four all-pervading substances, ether, 
time, space and soul, for if it did, it ought to be found every- « 
where. Finally it cannot rest in mind, because mind being 
atomic, any quality residing in it cannot he felt. So there — 
must be a ninth substance, different from these, where this 
touch may reside, and that substance we call air. 


It is not necessary to criticise the above reasoning, because = 
it is too evidently founded on a total ignorance of the nature’ 
of atmosphere as determined by modern physical science. 
The idea that cur atmosphere is a mixture of different gases 
and not € uniform वायु, and that it has several distinguish- 
ing properties besides touch and other ‘special quali- — 
ties,’ never occurred to these Indian physicists. Roughly — 
speaking, परथिवी, जल and वायु of the Naiyayikas may be 
identified with the three states of matter, solid, fluid and 
gaseous, while तेजस is a sort of material embodiment of the 
energy of heat. The Hindu physicist most probably did not 
know that heat and luminosity are the results of the same 
kind of chemical action. Luminosity or भास्वरदयहरूप was 
classed as a variety of colour, while ओष्ण्य was a kind of touch. 


5 68 817 38 the last of the four tangible dravuas which 
are divided into eternal and non-eternal, — 

the T. D. takes occasion to state the Nyaya 

theory of creation and destruction of mate- 
rial things. Motion is first produced in the atoms as a result 
of God’s will. This motion produces conjunction of two 
monads giving birth to a diad. Three diads or binary atoms 
make one tertiary. From this last is produced the quadrate, 

and so on, wu ntil the great masses of earth, and watar, and 
light, and atmosphere are formed. 


How world is 
created, 
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6. The destruction of things takes place in the same 
| | order, that is, when God wills to destroy 
0 of destru- effects, motion is produced dividing the 
monads, and _ thereby destroying the 
binary. Thence follows the destruction of the tertiary, and 
on, until the mass of earth becomes extinct. This is the 
process of creation and destruction which is unanimously 
accepted by ail Naryayikas ; but there is a difference of opi- 
nion between the ancient and the modern schools as to the 
precise cause which immediately bringsaboutthe destruction 
of things. The old traditionists ( संप्रदाय ) held that with one 
exception the destruction of effects is immediately brought 
about by the destruction of their causes, the exception being 
the binaries which are destroyed, not by the destruction of 
their causes, i. e. the monads which are indestructible, but by 
the destruction of the union of the monads or primary atoms. 
In other words, the binaries are destroyed by the dissolution, 
and the subsequent products by the destruction, of the parts 
composing them. The dissolution of parts no doubt occurs 
in the latter cases also, but there it is itself the result of the 
destruction of parts. The moderns object to this multiplicity 
of causes on the ground that it is simpler ( #raq )to assume 
only one uniform cause in all cases, namely, the dissolution 
af the union binding the parts, than to suppose one cause 107 
the binaries and another for other effects. In their opinion, 
therefore, there is only one cause for the destruction of all 
effects, namely the dissolution of the union which is the 37- 
मवापि कारण or non-intimate cause of the product. 


1. The difference between the two views is much more Crilicionn lhe 
radical than appears at first. According to the former view, थ (4 ऋ. 
the process of destruction always proceeds from cause to effect 
2, €. the destruction of parts always precedes the destructicn 
of effect. When the monads are separated, the binaries are 
necessarily destroyed, and the destruction of the latter as 
necessarily involves the destruction of the tertiaries. In this  ~ a 
manner the final product js destroved the lest. just as it is the 








120 Tarka-Saingraha [ इष्टा. xm 



















last to be produced. Now this is diametrically opposed to 
view held by other schools of Indian philcscphers, especially 
the Veodntins. Fada) dyara in Brahn a-Sttra 11, 3, 14 express 
ly says that the process of destruction is just the opposite 
cf thet of creation - that is, the final product is destroyed 
first, then its parts, then their parts respectively, until we 
arrive at the ultimate causes. In other words, destruction 18 
accomplished by the successive resolution of things into 
their components. Thisis inaccor¢ ance with the rule warrant- 
ed by cur experience that analysis or division proceeds in 8 
contrary way tosynthesisor compcsition, छ 1115६11६ Naiyayika 
theory Jays dcwn that the Luilding andthe pulling down ~ 
processes are acccmplished exactly inthe seme way. This 
‘means that as we build a hcuse frcm the fcurcaticn to 
the top, we should pull it dcwn inthe ssre creer. This 18. 
certainly an impcssibility ; for, es Sav.karacarya in bis com- ` 
mentary on the akove mentioned Ero} mastitre justly न ण 
out, if the destruction of effect follows that of parts, there 
must be an interval when the parts have vanished but the 
effect remains. Where could the effect reside in this interval? 
Not on the intermediate parts which are already extinct, nor 
on the ultimate atoms between which and the final effect 
there is no direct connection, The existence of the effect i 
the absence of the parts is as absurd as it would be imtcssibl 
to take away the foundation of a house withcut bringing 
down the roof. The theory of destructicn laid down by th 
ancient Naiyayrkos is therefore cppcsed to reason as well as | 
experience. But the view of the mocerns is not so incon- 
sistent with the natural order of things. Their theory that. 
destruction of effects is produced hy the dissolution of 
union of parts is equally reconcilatle with the old Naizayi 
doctrine and the Vedantic doctrine, according as we conceive 
the process of destruction to hegin frcm the non-intimate cau 5 
of gam and end with that of the final product, or vice +) 
The old Naryayika theory is positively opposed to the order 
of nature, while the modern is reconcilable with it, = 


मे 
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8. The Naiyadyikas accept the old mythological idea of 
+wo cosmic dissolutions, an अवांतरघलय ( intermediate dis- 
-solution ) when all tangible products only are destroyed, and 
-8 महप्र डव ( universal dissolution ) when all things, material 

and immaterial, are merged in the primum mobile, that is, 
the atoms. These periodical creations and destructions, says 
T. D., are proved on the authority of the Sruti text घाता यथा- 
"पूर्वमकल्पयत्‌, ‘the Creator made the creation as hejore,’ the 
word ‘ before ` implying that there wasa previous creation 
of which the present one is a copy. 


9. This is a convenient place for an explanation of the 
s,s Naiyayika परमाणवाद्‌ or Indian atomic theo- 

a he doctrine ¢ = ष, 88 it is essentially connected with the 
evolution and ultimate form of the first 

four substances. The Nydya theory of creation and destruc- 
‘tion as explained above presupposes the existence of atoms, 
while the division of earth, water, light and air, into eternal 
-and non-eternal is founded on the same fact. T. D. therefore 
properly asks and answers here the question what is the 
proof for the existence of these atoms on which so large a 
part of Nyaya and Vuisesika doctrines seems to be based. 
“The argument briefly put by T. D. may be explained thus: 
Every visible thing is composed of parts, for 8 thing in order 
-to be visible must have three dimensions, length, breadth and 


2.1 
अप+ 


‘thickness; and these dimensions necessarily persuppose — 


smaller parts. A line has length because it is a succession 
-of many points, while a surface has length and breadth be- 
-oause it is a series of lines placed side-ways. A mathemat®* 
-@al point on the other hand having no dimension can never 
be percaived and is really speaking nothing but a notion. 
‘Having established this universal and self-evident proposi- 
-tion that every visble thing has parts ( यत्र यत्र चाश्चषद्रव्यत्वे aa 
सावयवत्वे यथा पटे ), we get the further axiom also proved by 
*xperience, that every object having parts is divisible into 

y number of smaller parts From :these two axioms we 
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come to the conclusion that by gradually dividing and sul 
dividirg a thing howsoever large we can arrive at particl 
as minute as we please. But the same experience which | 
Zives us the above two self-evident axioms puts a limit 10 ` 
our power of division, and we find that beyond a certain 
limit we cannot go on dividing a particle ad infinitum) re 
modern times Chemistry has increased this power of divi- । 
sion largely but still it is not indefinite, and science is 
forced to assume a limit on which it bases all its caleul- 
ations. This limit is the परमाणु oof Nydya and the atom of 
European scientists, the smallest of the small, and the ` 
ultimate constituent of all matter in the universe. Human ॥ 
mind cannot think without having some purely simple n = 
tions which it combines into complex ideas, and these अंप्ाफ्रा९- 
notions must have their counternarts, such as the atoms. in 
the external world, This is the genesis of the atomic th eory, 
and the Nuiyayika argument to prove the existence of परमां ` 
is essentially the same, although clothed in the phraseology 
of their peculiar dogmas. The smallest visible particle is the. 
mote in the sunbeam which is called syue, savor, or az, 
that is 8 tertiary atom. This mote being visible must have 
parts. Hach of these parts again, called gare, is divisible- 
into smaller parts because it produces the large magnitude ` 
in the Fara, just as the thread of a large piece of cloth is 
itself divisible. (10 explain this it must be noted here that 
-in Nyaya theory the महत्त, magnitude, is 9 distinc: species of 
dimension from अंण्ठत्व, and cannot therefore be produced 
from it. If द्व्यणुक had no paris and were itself the ultimate. 
particle, 1685 अषणठत्व would bave been incapable of producing 
the मह च्व of ame; while by assuming a further subdivision % 
of STGX® into two atoms, we can account for the magnitude 
of sag by saying that it is the number of atoms compos- - 
ing the binaries forming a 4%, and not their अणत्व, that — 
gives rise to the latters magnitude. It is for this reason 


that while two atoms make one binary molecule three 
binaries are thought necessary to make up a tertiary. The 
aumber two only intensifiesin the product the परिमाण of च 
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each part; and thus the compound of two binaries, which 
are अण, would be Sarat i. €. still more minute, and not महत्‌ 
as the युक really is. Therefore the number of binaries 
composing the व्यणाक is fixed at three to account for its mag- 
nitude, while, no such reason existing in the case of Zao, 
the number of its partsi.e. the atoms, need not be more 
than two. Hence the mnemonical couplet जाल सय मरेचिस्थं 
यःसुध्मं हृदयते रजः । तस्य षशछठतमा भागः परमाणुः स उच्यते ॥ The atom 
is the sixth pati of the little mote which we see in the sun 
beam coming through the window. 


10. The question then arises -In what respect does the न) 1 
of a binary differ from the अण्युत्व of an atom? That the two Fale द 


are different cannot be disputed, because atoms being parts 
of binaries must be smaller, and also because their परिमाण 
has a distinct name वारिमाण्डल्य which is never applied to 
binaries. Now, according to the law that like produces like, 
the aura of a gor must be greater in degree than the पारि- 
माण्डल्य of a परमाणु, that is, a binary must be more minute 
than the atom, which is absurd. To obviate this difficulty 
as well as that about the महच्च in sam, the Naiyayikas make 
an exception of atoms and binaries to the usual rule that 
the magnitude of the product is nothing but the magnitudcs 
of parts intensified so many times. They assert that the 
magnitude of the product is produced by any one of the 
three causes, viz. the magnitude, the number, or the parti- 
cular arrangement of parts. Kundda, in the aphorism कारण- 
agers,’ by the Tin which according to commentators we 
are to understand the two other causes कारणमहस्व and पचय- 
विशेष, lays down this multiplicity of causes, and expressly 
distinguishes अणत्व from Hew 10 the next aphorism. ‘While 
the महच of products from same upwards is caused by कारण 
महत्व as wellas श्रय, अणुत्व is caused by बहुत्व or number of 
parts only. But here comes the question why we should 
stop at the sixth part of जसरेणु. There seems to have been a 
difference of opinion as to why we must go even so far. 
Some are for stopping at gaue and others at चटि or We 
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even,’ but no one appears to go beyond the Wate except 
of course the Vedantins and the Samkhyas who deny the 
परमाणुवाद्‌ altogether. The necessity of stopping at this limit 
is of course founded on the usual argument of regressus ad- 
infinitum. If we have to stop somewhere it is better that we 
should stop at the earliest limit available ; for, as T. D. puts 
it, if this FAT also is a product of still smaller parts, there 
will be अनवस्था. The same argument is often put in another 
way. Why 15 this jar distinct from or larger or sm aller than 
the piece of cloth or that jar? The answer is that the con- 
stituent parts of this jar are different or more or less 
numerous than those in the otber. The parts of each are 
again larger or smaller according as they contain more or 
less sub-divisions. Reasoning in this way we find thats 
mountain is far bigger than a mustard seed, because the 
number of ultimate paris, that is the atoms, is much larger 
in the first than in the second. These ultimate particles 
must be all indivisible and of equal magnitude, because 80 
long as there are degrees of size amongst them, there will 
be a possibility of reducing the larger to the size of the 
smaller, that is, there will be further d ivision. The indivisi- 
bility of atoms necessarily implies that they are all of equal 
size. It is nothing but their greater or smaller number 
therefore that can make one thing, like the mountain Meru, 
big, and another thing, like a mustard seed, small. To cal- 
culate these numbers we must have a common unit like 
परमाच. If we however do not recognize परमाण and go on 
dividing ad infinitum, the number of parts in roth things 
will be equal but the parts will vary in magnitude, and the 
question why one is larger than the other will ever remain 
unsolved. Thus the parts in both the Meru and the mustard 
seed being always the same in number, namely infinite, 
there is no reason why the one thing should differ in size 
from the other, and perfect equality ought to exist between 
the two ( मेरुसषपयोस्तत्यत्वपरसङ्कः). If however, we fix upona 
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anit like परमाणु, we can easily accouul for their different 
magnitudes by the varying number-of atoms in each.) It can 
be easily guessed from this that the statement made above 
that the magnitude of a thing depends on the number (बहुत्व ) 
-or the size ( महच्च ) or the peculiar arrangement ( प्रचयविशेषं ) 
of its parts was only prov isional, the real cause in all cases 
being the number of ultimate parts, while the latter two 
causes were simply the variations of the first. This may 
perhaps account for their omission in the original aphorism 
_of Kanada.” 
11. A third but not a very convincing argument for proving Tins p is 
-the necessity of atoms may be stated in Dr. Roer’s words— ge gee 7 ` 
“To say that the point where the end is obtained is not 
_eternal would be to admit the production of an effect from ॐ 

thing which is not in the connection of intimate relation. 
“Therefore this point is eternal. As the continual progress 

from one great thing to another still greater finds its end 

in the assumption of the sky and other infinite substances, : 
30 there must also be ultim ately a cessation of the progress 

from small to a smaller thing. Thus the necessity of atoms 

is proved. ” ® 


12. Suchis the परमाणबाद which origi nally distinguished Vai- 

` Sesika philosophy from others, and which 
1 was afterwarep imported into various other 
systems. It closely resembles the doctrine 

_of atomis which found acceptance with several Greek philo- 
gophers. Leucippus considered the basis of all bodies to 
‘consist of extremely fine particles, differing in form and 
nature, which he supposed to be dispersed throughout space 
and to which the followers of Epicurus first gave the name 
of atoms. To these atoms he attributed a rectilinear motion, 
-in consequence of which such as are homogeneous were 
united, whilst the lighter ones were dispersed throughout 
-space. The universe was made of matter consisting of 
ultimate indivisible atoms which are indestructible and 


1 प्र. &. VII, 1.9. 
2 Roer’s Trans. of 8. P. Bib, Ind. p. 16 Note. 
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eternal. Empedocles and Anaxagoras did not exclude mind 
and spirit from this atom-born universe, thus partially agree- ` 
ing with Kanada who excludes spirit but includes mind and 
intellect in matter. Leucippus and Democritus excluded 
both. Epicurus added nothing to the doctrine. The परमाणुः 
बाद of Kanada also materially agrees with the mode 
atomic theory of Dalton on which the whole science of © 
chemistry may be ssid to be founded. The conception of 
atoms, simple as it seems when once comprehended, is one 
of the most subtle and shows a considerable advance of 
philosophical thought. The doctrine has been sharply 
criticized by Saviaaraarya and other Vedantic writers, 
and their criticisms have greatly tended to diminish i 
popularity ; but the credit of originality is none the less due 
to the philosopher who first discovered it 


921. XIV. ATH. 


Akasa or ether is that uhich has sound for its (special) 
guaiily. (/ 25 one, all-pervading and eternal. 


This definition of ether differs from the preceding four 
in that the word यणं is inserted in it, when 
the author might have as well said त्‌ 
or उाब्दसमवायं आकाशम्‌. What is then the 
propriety of the word am! V.V. and S.C. explain it ag 
intended to controvert the doctrine of Bhatta Alimamsakas” 
that sound is a substance and not a quality ; butthe explana- 
tion is rather far-fetched. That of N. B. and Nilakuntha — 
is better, namely that the word यण is used for farvaurand — 
implies that sound is the special quality of ether and ether 
alone, as distinguished from all other substances. Colour ` 
and other qualities are found in several substances, and even 
odour, the special quality of earth, is often associated with 
water and air; but sound is always confined to ether. 
ence the author defined earth as simply गन्धवती while 
he defines ether as जउाब्दयणम्‌. As to the Mimamesé 
doctrine that sound is substance, it already deni 
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Akasa or ether, 
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by the mention of az among the guuas. Akaga is 8160 
defined as संयोगाः जन्याविडोषणखणसमानाधिकरणविशेषा धिकरणम्‌ ! 7 €. 
ether is the seat of that particularity (विशेष) which coexists. 
with a special quality (sou na) thatis created but not produ ced 
from conjunction. Ether, being eternal and all-pervading,. 
has a विहोष of its own, but this aaiq is distinguished from 
that of soul, as it 18 accompanied by 2 created special quality 
; e sound, and hence the qualification जन्य विशोषण etc. 
But then the paricudarities in atoms are also accompanied 
by crealed qualites and hence they have to be exclud- 
ad by the further epithet संयोगाजन्य, the special quali- 
ties in atoms such as Wetted peing oiten अश्चिसंयोगजन्य 
This elaborate definition therefore ultimately amounts 
ta the same as ञ्दखण. Ether is the best available 
though not quite accurate English equivalent for Akasa 
pecause it resembles the latter 17 being an all-pervading and 
imponderable substance. Ether however carries light snd 
heat only, and not sound, whieh function is assigned by mod- 
arn science to the atmosphere. Ether therefore resembles 
Akd@éa in all respects, except its special quality of producing 
sound. Both ether and A/asa are substances proved by in- 
ference, that is, their existence is presumed in order to account 
for certain natural phenomena, euch as the diffusion of 
light and sound which sre otherwise inexplicable. 


% Kanada? conciudes sound to be the sign (लिङ्ग) of Akasa 
गन । py process of exhaustion. because no other 
Why sound isthe .ybstance is capable ofhaving sound as its. 


attribute of Akas'a., : ४ ; = i 
quality. The question in what respects. 


Akaga differs from Dik will be discussed under Dik. The- 
fact seemstobe that the names of the five alements including. 
Akasa came down to the Naiyayikas from 8 very ancientG 
and that they had no choice but to recognize them if they want- 
ad to preserve their orthodoxy. They only assigned to each such 
place and functions as harm onized with their own physical 
theory ofthe universe. Our suthor mentions three characteris- 
Hoe cf Akaéa, that it is one, all-pervading, and eternal. The: 
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epithet one implies that the mention of numerous Akasag 
such as घटा काडा and मटाकाडा in common parlance is due to 
उपाधि and cannot be real. Being one and emitting sound 
every where, ether is necessarily all-pervading; and being all- 
pervading it must be eternal also. Being fa Akasa is अती 

fsa, imperceptible, and-therefore known only by inference, 
The syllogism may be put thus : शब्दः पृथिव्यायष्टद्रव्यातिरिक्त- 
दरव्याभितः। अष्टदरव्यानाभितत्वे सति समवाधिकारणवच्वात्‌ | यन्नैवं ae 
Tal रूपम्‌ 


३. ¶, D. defines विभरुत्व, all-pervasion, as स्वस्रतद्रव्यसयोगित्वम, 
contact with all corporeal objects. Corpo- 
0 reality (भर्तत्व) again is’definedas परिच्छिन्न- 
वरिमाणच्वम, the quality of having definite 

-dimensions, #a is defined by N. B. as क्रियावदद्रव्यत्वम्‌. Cor- 
poreal substances are thus either those that have definite 


dimensions or that have motion. The second definition prac- हि | 


tically amounts to the same as the first, because action or 
motion implies movement of either the parts or the whole 
from one place to another, and that is not possible unless 
the substance is limited in space. The corporeal substances । 
_are five: earth, water, light, air, and mind. They and their 
common properties are enumerated as follows ई - 


fad तथा तेजः पवनो मन एव च । 
परापरत्वमूर्तत्व क्रियावेगाश्रया अमी ॥ 


These however do not constitute a separate class as they 
-eome under Udayana’s exception, cross-division.” The class ~ 
_of five मूतं dravyas crosses with that of five त dravyas, 1168 
first four being common to both, but मनस्‌ of the one class being 
replaced by आकाज्ञा in the other. The distinction between मूर्तं 
_and wis simple. मतं dravyas are coporeal substances that. 
are limited in space and have definite dimensions ; while the 
Wa dravyas are not necessarily so. They are simply elemental 
-substances which singly or by combination among themselves 
become the material causes of all the products in the world. 
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gaz though atomic does not produce anything else and is- 
not therefore शतः while aretar though all-pervading pro- 

duces sound. The other four substances are of course both 
wa and प्रतं. aaa is opposed to विभत्व ( all-pervasion, ) war 
{0 कार्यरहितत्व or AEs ( jnvariability ). Soul is only & 
substratum of knowledge and not being its material cause 

cannot be either चत or wa. 


——_———S "य स 


Snot. XV. कारः. 


Time is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of ihe use of 
{ words ) past etc. It is one and ali-pervading. 

1. Annambhatta's definiticn of time is very simple and is 
best for all practical purposes, although it 
labours under the fault of being merely a 
verbal one. This and the succeeding de- 
finitions based cn व्यवहार are convenient descriptions of the 
things and are sufficient for their identification, but they do 
not convey the full connotation of the terms. व्यवहार is defined _ 
by V. V. as चादवयप्रयांगरूपः 2. €. statements such as past time 
and future time. The werd हेतु here, as well as in the fol- 
lowing definitions where it is applied to स्यदहार, is to be 
understood in the restricted sense of HATA AAAS, 
special and instrumental cause. Time is the instrumental 
cause of व्यवहार, as distinguished from Akasa which is 
its raterial cause. व्यवहार, of course, is nothing more than 
words or sound. Similarly, time is the special cause of 
व्यवहार alone, as distinguished on the one hand from all 
other effects of which time is only the general cause 
( साधारणक्छारण ), and on the other, from space and other 
things which are enumerated as साधारण कारणानि along with 
time, and which are therefore the general causes of all 
effects including व्यचहार, Thus the word हेत, when taken in 
the above restricted sence, frees the definition of time from 
three faults, viz. an Slazane on ether, a second alaeaiie on 
space and other general causes, a d an unnecessary restric- 
tion ( ean ) in calling time the cause of one thing only 
when it is really the cause cf all effects. The definition in 
ihe text, being based on ccmmen usage of certain words, 


Time. 





teaches us nothing new akcut the thing itself. The utmost । 
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that it tells us is that time is some unknown entity which 
is necessary to explain why we speak of certain occurrenc 

as past, others as present and others as future. ‘Lhe fact © 
there being a common usage of those terms is proved by 
our daily experience, and the Naiyayika, finding no better © 
way of explaining it, assumes an independent substance, — 
which is its source but about the real character of which he 
is as much inthe dark as these who deny the substance ` 


altogether. 


2. Another and apparently more accurate definition of 
time is that given by Visvanilha:-- 
जन्यानां जनकः काटो जगतामाश्रयो मतः | 
परापरत्वधीहेतः Burs: स्यादुपाधितः 1)' 


 प015 is compressed into पराषरव्यतिकर-योगपद्यायोगपदयय- चिर्िप्र- 
पत्ययक्ारणं दरव्यं काटः । thatis, time is the substance which is 
the (instrumental) cause of our cognitions of priority or post- 
eriority, simultaneity or otherwise, slowness or quickness 
The ouly material difference between this and Annan.bhaiia’s 
definition is that the latter’s स्यवहार (common usage ) is 
substituted by पत्पय( cognition ). According to Annambhatia 
time isthe cause of व्यवहार, that is a certain kind of speech 
07 language; while according to Viseandtha and others it 
is the cause of 8 certain kind of ccgnitions or mental notions. 
Now as language and thought are identical, or rather as 
language is but the outward expression of thoughts, both 
definitions practically amount to the same; thing. There 
can be no outward expression unless there are mental — 
notions previously, while according to many no thinking is 
possible without the aid of language. Anything therefore — 
which is an essential element of the one must be so of the _ 
other also. Annambiata stops short at language and is — 
therefore safe; Visvunaiia in going a ‘step further to — 
thought, treads on debatable ground; for one may, while _ 
accepting the instrumentality of time {0 व्यवहार as a broad and ` 
indubitable fact, deny that an independententity like timeis ` 
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the cause of our particular cognitions. For aught we know, 
the cognitions may be due to other causes, and when produced 
they constitute aseparate class the common property of which 
we denote by the word time. It is therefore obvious that Annam- 
bhatta was wise in purposely making his definition simple 
and somewhat vague. 


3. The question what is time essentially, apart from its 
being the cause of any व्यवहार or धी remains to be answered ; 
and it has remained unanswered till now in spite of the 
various speculations of Indian and European philosophers. 
Among the Indians, Samzkhyas denied the existence of an 
independent entity like time, including it under द्वव, while 
some modern Naiydyikas identify time and space with God. 
Time being an incorporeal and imperceptible substance is 
only inferrible. The argument may be stated thus: परत्वापरत्वे 
सासमवायिकारणके | भावकायत्वाद्धटवबत्‌. It must be remembered 
that time being संयोगरूप is the अस्मवापिकारण of the qualities 
परत्व and अपरत्व, which have the substances in which they 
reside for their material causes. The संयोम with which time 
is here identified is the contact of रबिक्रिया or तपनपारस्यन्द्‌ ( mom 
tions of the sun) with material objects like धट. These mo- 
tions of the sun constitute the; (वड that mark the 
divisions of time such as moments, days and months. 


4. Time 16 regarded as one, all-pervading and eternal entity 
like Aka ६ its particular divisions like 
those of Akasa, being due to Upadhe 
and therefore unreal. Here Annimbhatla 
probably meansto deny the doctrine ofa section of Navyayikas 
who assign reality to moments only, and regard time in 
general as merely a collection of such moments. It is clear 
from the above that the Nuiyayikas did not apply the test 
of a searching analysis to the conception of time, just as 
Kant for instance has done in modern tines. In his Critique 
of Pure Reason, Kant arrives at the conclusion that the 
conception of timeas well as those of space and causality 
are ultimate facts lying at the basis of all experience and 


Time is eternal and 
all-pervading. 
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are derived from intuition only. We cannot account for it by 
any theory founded on experience, because experience itself 
is possible only when we have first the idea of time. I 
seems the Naiyayikas had a faint notion of this fact, which 
they roughly expressed by saying that time is the cause of 
peech ( व्यवहार ) or thought (धी ) 


Sect. XVI. दिक्‌ 
_ Space is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the 
employment of words East, etc. it is one, all-pervading and 
efernal, | 
1. The definition of space in the text is modelled 
on that of time. Visvanatha gives 
a more comprehensive and accurate 
definition, gzfeaeriedtga: the cause of 
{ our ) notions of far and near.' Another definition 
of space given in Sarv. D. S. is more technical, अकाटतवे 
मत्यविरोषगरणा Asay,” ‘space is that which not being time is 
extensive and is devoid of any special quality’. Space, like ` 
time, is one, ail-pervading and eternal, while its varieties 
which are counted four or ten or any larger number, are due 
to Upadhi. The conception of space very nearly corresponds 
to that of time, although the two things can be sufficiently 
distinguished to make them separate entities. The remarks 
as to time in the preceding notes apply mutatis mutandis to 
space also. The difference between time and space is sligh 
but clear ( ime is the cause of काटिकपरःव, space of देशिकपरः 
The sang which diversifies time is production, or infact, 8 
Kind of action, while the Jarra in the case of space is contac 
with corporeal 0716618, जन्यमाच्रं Raa ay काडोपाधेः 1a 
व्दखपाैः ( 3. ©. ). This means that the divisions of time are 
determined by production and destruction of things, whill 
those of space by the greater or smaller number of visi 
objects that intervene between two spots. 





Space. 


2. Another distinction between time and space is :-- 
नियतोपाध्य॒न्ायकः कालः | अनियतोपाध्य॒न्ना्ैका ee. * 
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The relations of time are constant, for when a - moment 
of time is said to be present or future with reference to any 
object or event, it is always so; while the relations of space 
are often varying, that is, the spot of ground, which may be 
eastward of one thing at one time, might be westward of 
the same thing at another or of a different thing at the 
same time. This means that the divisions of time are fixed 
and settled, while those of space are relative only. This 
is not however quite correct, for the relations of time are 
in fact as varying as those of space. The same object or 
event which is past in reference to one moment may be 
future or present with reference to another. The only . 
positive assertion that we can make about the two concep- 
tions is that they are complementary to each other and 
cannot vary at the same moment ; that is, we can speak of 
different times only with reference to a particular spot, and 
of different spaces with reference to a specific moment of 
time. Like time, space is inferrible only, the inference 
being expressed in the form : देशिकपरत्वापरत्वे सासमवााधिकारणके | 
भावकार्यत्वाद्धटवत. 


3. Itmay be asked in what respect Dik differs from 
Akasa and why the two are separtely 

‘recognized. Of course as treated in the 
Nyaya system the difference between the 

two is too patent. Akdéa is 8 मूतद्रव्य, Dik not; Akdéa is the 
material cause of sound and has a special quality ; Lik does 
not produce sound and has no special quality; Dik resembles 
time in being the general cause of all effects, while Akasa, 
like earth and other meterial substances, produces one kind 


Akas’a and dik, 


ग effect only, namely, sound. Akasa belongs to the region 
of matter, Dik to the province of mind; Akaéga has an 





objective existence, Dik is known by subjective experience 
only. In this way the two can be easily differentiated, but 
the question goes deeper. The objectur will admit that 
ether and space, as conceived by the Naiyayikas may ४6 
different entities, but he may still ask, why they are con- 
ceived so different at all. In what respect do they differ 
essentially ; and if one is dropped, cannot its functions 

1 । 
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be assigned to the other? Tt is not easy to answer the 
question in this form, because the conceptions of ether and 
space are extremely vague and general. It appears however 
that the Naiydikus recognized the two entities, because 
they could not reconcile the notion of a material cause of 
sound with that of a general cause of all effects. A thing 
which produces a positive material quality like sound must 
be material ; but then it cannot be the instrumental cause 
of mere relations like परत्व and अपरत्व, which constantly vary 
and have, so to say, only & mental existence. Besides it is 
possible that Akasa had already taken its place in the 
popular mind as one of the five elements before the time of ` 
Naiyay.kas, and they had therefore no choice but to incor- 
porate it into their system, while they invented a new sub- , 
stance called Lik to account for ideas and notions, that 
could not be attributed to 44250 as it was then conceived.) 
Whatever may be the case, the distinction between the two 
as defined in the Nyaya system is perfectly clear. 


Sect. अशा. आत्मा. 

The Soul is the substratum of Knowlege . He is two-fold, 
Human and Supreme. Of these the Supreme Soul iz the All- 
powerful, Omniscient God, devoid of pleasure and pain. the 
Human Soul is different in each body and ts all--pervading and 
eternal. = ` | = ॐ, । | 

42 The eighth substance is Soul, which is defined as‘ the 
| substratum of knowledge. 'The word अधि- ` 

Beeb - करण here implies that the knowledge re- | 

| sides in the soul by intimate relation 
( स्वाय ); otherwise the definition might overlap time and 
space, which are the receptacles of all things ( स्बाधार ) by 
कालिक and देशिक relations respectively. This soul is of two 
kinds, Supreme and Human, of whom ( तत्र ) the Supreme 
Soul, namely God, is One and Omniscient, while the human 
Soul is all-pervading, eternal, and differentin each body. The ` 
soul being aaa is inferrible only, the argument being that 
the existence of orzans of sense and their appropriate — 
objects. implies a distinct knower who can use theme. 
करणव्यापारः सकर्तंकः | ETON | 1@दिक्रियायां AAG ATT — 
aai Tie activity of organs must have an agent to ac- 
count for it, for every instrument requires an agent to handle 
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it, as for instance, an axe in cutting. Kana@da’s aphorism 
likewise runs इन्दरियाथप्र्ताद्धिरोन्दियाभ्योऽथान्तरस्य हेतः, ' The 
followers of Gotama however confine this inference to the 
Supreme Soul only, holding the human goul {0 be capable of 
‘being perceived, Another argument to prove the existence 
of soul 18 बुद्धचादयः परथिन्यायष्टद्रव्यातिरिकतद्रव्याश्रेताः । प्राथिव्याय्टद्र- 
व्यानाभरितत्वे सति गुणत्वात्‌ । Tat तन्नैवं, यथा रूपादि । The soul has 
to be inferred because a substratum is wanted for the quali- | 
ties द्धि खख दुःख इच्छ। द्वेष भयत्न धर्म and अधर्म, which cannot 
reside in any one of the eight inanimate substances, 
earth etc. 


2. As souls are innumerable it may be said that they 
constitute aclass and have a common property आत्मत्व, 
residing in all ofthem, आत्मा therefore may be defined as 
आत्मत्व सामन्यवाच * or अध्रतंसमवेतद्रव्यत्वापरनातिः . ॐ According to . 
the latter definition, soul is a species of substance having as 
common property that is intimately connected with an 
incorporeal thing. As there are four incorporeal substances, ` 
ether, time, space and soul, of which the first three being ` 
single do not form a class, आत्मत्व will be the Only sub-class 
ग द्रव्यत्व thatis intimately connected with an incorporeal = 
thing.)To this definition however some might object on the ` 
ground that as Supreme and human souls are dissimilar 
in every respect, they cannot be huddled together in one 
lass, “and there cannot therefore be any common जाति as 
आत्मत्व ; at least such > जाति will not reside in इश्वर. The 
answer to this objection is that possession of knowledge 
is a property common to both kinds of souls, whatever 
be their other differences, and it is sufficient to make tava © 
& जाति covering both the Supreme and the human souls, ¢ 
This 18 implied in such general Vedic texts as आत्मा ~ 
चा अरे द्रश्भ्यः.* The argument is characteristic and very impor- — 
. tant too. It is characteristic because it shows how a single ` 
-€Ommon property often suffices the Naiydyikas to form ` 
` class notwithstanding that the individuals might dis- 
@2ree in all other respects. The arzumnent also explains the 
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anomaly of including two such quite distinct and dissimilar । 


things as Supreme and human souls under one category. No- 
two conceptions can be more opposed to each other than 
those of God and the human soul. One is Omniscient and 
One, the other is ignorant and numerous. One is the Creator 
and Master of the universe, the other is the slave and the 
plaything of fate. One is entirely free from pleasure and pain, 
the other is subject to all transient passions. Almost every 
attribute, that can be predicated of one is necessarily denied ` : 
of the other. And yet the Naiyayikas have grouped both of 
them together, because they have the single common 
characteristic of possession of knowledge. This 
again is different in both, being eternal in the Supreme, and 
evanescent in the human souls, but that does not necessarily 
make the two souls totally dissimilar. This seems to be 
the reason why Annambhatta has given ज्तानाधेकरणत्व as & 
general definition of जात्मा in preference to others that are 
debatable. The word चैतन्य (life ) also seems to be purposely 
avoided in defining आत्मा, because in the wider sense of the 
term even plants have चैतन्य, but they fall under विषय as 
they have no आत्मा according to a section of the Naiyayikas. — 
चैतन्य can be identified with आत्मा in its narrower sense only, 
namely, conscious life. } 






























3. Tha method of grouping God and man together as sub- 
peed that 19 divisions of one category as well as the 
kas atheists, arcument with which it is defended appear 
somewhat arbitrary and have led some 

writers to suspect that the आत्मा 171 the original aphorisms 
of Kanada meant जीवात्मा only, and the inclusion of God or 
परमात्मा under the same category was due to commentatorial । 
ingenuity. It is said that all the descriptions and argu ments. 
to prove the existence of soul evidently apply to जीवात्मा, 
while there is no clear ard specific mention of God 
in the aphorisms of either Kanada or Gotama. ‘Some ॥ 
have argued from this circumstance that both the NW yaye 
and the Vaisesiia systems were at first atheistic, 
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Without however going so far we might assume that the 
Zuess is not very wide of the mark and Kanada and 
Gotama might have at first purposely excluded God from 
their systems, not as being totally non-existent, but as 
being beyond and above the phenomenal world with which 
their systems were chiefly concerned. Possibly the aphor- 
ists confined themselves to a classification ‘and discussion 
of sublinary things only without minding the supernatural 
agency, while commentators considering this as a defect, 
supplied the omission by inserting God under the only 
category where it was possible to do so. Thus for instance 
‘while Prasastapada says nothing about God, his commen- 
‘tator Sridhara classes God along with the human soul, 
although the former has six and the latter fourteen qual-— 
ities.’ Whatever be the truth, the Naiyayikas do not 
attach much importance to the Inclusion of God under 
aaa and always speak of Him as an independent entity 
“whenever occasion requires, When they speak of soul, 
they generally mean जीवात्मा only. This is another illus- 
tration how a love of symmetry and completeness which 
characterises Indian systematists often overrides their 
philosophical accuracy. The student should also note the 
fact that soul is here mentioned as one of the substances, 
“along with earth, water etc. पि othing can show better the 
materialistic tendeney of Nyaya philosophy than this in- 
clusion of spirit under the same category as dead matter. 


4. The T. D. supplies a deficiency in the text as it were- 
— __ by stating in full the celebrated Naiyayrka 
१५५०९०८ of God. ssaument to prove the existence of God. 
The argument is a reply to an atheist 

like Carvaka or Bauddha, who absolutely denies the ex- 
istence of God because there is no positive proof of it. God, 
say the atheists, cannot be perceived, because, being a 
colourless substance, He is not the object of external senses; 
nor can He be perceived mentally, as He is far removed 
from pain and pleasure felt by the soul. God cannot 
‘also be inferred as no similar instance can be given to 
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support the inference. As to wmmor testimony it is 
useless, first because it is not universally accepted as a 
valid proof, and secondly because the Vedas themselves 
depend for their authority on God and cannot therefore 
prove His existence. Our author denies this and declares 
the existence of God provable by inference based on 
the universally accepted principle of causality. The 
argument is 


धित्यंकुरादेकं Hees | कायत्वात्‌ : ययत्कायं तत्कतृजन्यं यथा घटः ४ 
Every effect must have an agent ; 
The universe is an effect ; 


` , It must have an agent. 


This agent is called God. It should be noted that this 
argument is founded on several assumptions; viz. 1 that 
the relation of causality is universal, 7. e. every effect must 
have acause; 2 that every product must have a sentient 
and intelligent producer; 3 that this world is such a product 
and 4 that its producer must be such an extraodinary 
Being as God. The first, says the कव, is 8 self 
evident axiom, known to us intuitively as if were, and cor- 
roborated by experience. The second is proved by daily 
observation, because we see that a jar is made by a potter 
anda piece of cloth is woven by a weaver, without whom — 
` they could not have been produced. Creation results from 
some kind of motion in the atoms, and motion requires — 
previous effort or volition. Thislast being the quality of 
sentient soul only, it follows that no creation is possible 
unless there is a sentient being pre-existing to set the parti- 
cles of matter in motion. The third assumption, that this — 
world is a product is also based on observation. Plants and 
animals are products because we see their birth, growth and 
death. These occurrences cannot be spontaneous, and 
_there must be some hidden agency to ‘prompt them. Be-— 
sides they happen with such a remarkable regularity that 
one is forced to think that the agency directing them must 
be an intelligent one, and not simply Adrsfa, fate | 
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destiny, which is assumed to be > universal cause of. all 
creation. The last premise necessarily follows from the 
preceding ones, because a Creator of this multifarious 
universe must be Omniscient and Omnipotent, and in fact 
must possess all attributes usually ascribed to God; other- 
wise he will be either incapable of creating or be himself 
liable to creation and destruction. This reasoning is of 
course powerless against an opponent who denies any one 
of the above premises or the validity of the common erx- 
perience on which they are founded, ` 


5. T. D. defines कृत्व as उपादानगोचरापरोश्चन्ञाना चे कीर्षा्ातिमत्तम 
i. €. the egent is one who possesses (three things), an intimate 
cognizance of the material cause, a willto act,and an effort. 
The three attributes ज्ञान, इच्छा and Ha are'closely related to one 
another as cause and effect. There cannot be an effort (क्ते) 
unless there is a will, and a will to produce can only arise 
when there is previously direct congnition of the material 
cause on which the will is to operate. अपरोश्चज्ञान is required 
because mere knowledge of an absent (परोश्च) material cause 
such as earth in a pit or cotton on the tree, will not suffice. 
The material must be at hand and under the agent's control at 
the time of creation. It is suggested by some and with 
great plausibility, that the definition of कत्र may be con- 
fined to छतिमच्चम्‌ simply, as कति being the final stage neces- 
sarily presupposes the other ४५५०, ज्ञान and इच्छा. It follows 
that the Creator of the universe must have direct knowledge, ॥ 
of the atoms of all substances, must havea will to create, — 
and also power to bring ahout such a creation. He must 
thersfore be Omniscient and Omnipotent. 


6. The weakness of the argument to prove a Creator 
lies in the third and the fourth of the aforesaid four assum-- 
ptions which are not accepted by many. How do we 
know for instance that this universe is a product ? Indi- 
vidual things in the world may be products in our common 
acceptation of the term, but that does not necessarily 
prove thatthe whole is a product too. The whole does 
not always share the nature of the parts, as for instance 
a ॐ windmill although each particle moves, the whole is 
stationary. Secondly, our human experience being liniited 
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we cannot positively say that everything in this world is 
@ product and that there is nothing whichis not produced. 
Thirdly, Naiyayikas themselves accept several eternal things 
such as atoms. ether, time, space. souls and minds. If these 
are eternal, they cannot be products and can have no 
Creator. If they are excepted, the Creator of the remainder 
cannot be omniscient and omnipotent. Anyhow the Nazyayi- 
kas’theory of God is inconsistent with their other doctrines. 
Fourthly, since every intelligent agent must have a will, 
God also must have desire and the consequent feelings of 
pleasure and paine He cannot therefore be much better 
than frail mortals. Lastly, to call this world a product or 
effect is begging the whole question; for cause and effect 
being merely correlative terms, a thing cannot be called effect 
unless and until its cause 15 proved. The universe therefore 
cannot be called a product unless you first independently, 
prove the existence of its Creator. Such are some of the 
objections advanced by the Vedanfins and other monistic 

Hilosophers against the teleological argument of the 
Naiyayikas. The controversy as to an independent Creator of 
the Universe ultimately resolves itself into the distinction 
between dualism and monism. 


7. The student will do well to master the full armoury 
of Nydya arguments by which the existence ofa personal God 
outside the universe is proved. These arguments or proofs 
are summed up by Udayanaca@rya in the following verse :— 

ee कायायोजनधृत्यादेः पदात्‌ पत्ययतः श्रुतेः । 
वाक्यात्‌ सङ-ख्याविजञेषा साध्यो विश्वावेदत्ययः ui 1 

“ From effects, combination, support etc., from traditional 
arts, from authoritativeness, from Sruti, from sentences 
thereof, and from particular numbers--an everlasting Omnis- 


cient Being is to be established 


The first of these eight or nine arguments to prove the 
existence of God is the same as the one discussed above, 
viz. that a Creator is necessary to account for this pheno- 
menal world. The second आयोजन or ‘ combination’ is ex: 
plained as the action which produced the union of two atoms 
forming the binary compound at the beginning of creation, ` 





1 Kus. V,1 2 Ibid. Cowell's Trans, Bib In py 64. 
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and which being action, required an intelligent actor. .The 
third proof, ‘ support ` means that the world depends upon 
some Being who prevents it from falling. The etc. (आदिं ) in- 
cludes destruction of the world and presupposes a destroyer. 
Pada here means पटादेसम्प्रदायव्यवहार, that is, traditional arts 
of weaving cloth etc. which could have been invented at 
first only by some intelligent being. ‘ Authoritativeness " is 
a certain virtue inherent in the Vedas whereby they produce 
right knowledge in us, and therefore implying a Being who 
imparted that virtue. The proof of Srufi establishes a 
Being who made the Vedas what they are. Again the Vedas 
consisting of sentences must have been produced by some 
author just as Mahabidrata and other books. The last 
proof, ‘ number, ' requires a little explanation. It is held 

that the magnitude of a binary is produced not from the 
infinitesimality ( पारिमाण्डल्य ) of atoms but from the number 
( two ) of the atoms composing the binary;' and it is 3180 & 
Nyaya doctrine that the conceptions of duality and sub- 
sequent numbers are produced in things by an effort of the 
mind. The duality therefore which produced binaries at the 
beginning of creation must have been first conceived by 
some intelligent being existing before creation. Number is 
thus a proof of the existence of God. Uduyandcarya also 
establishes God’s existence in another way, namely, first 

by proving 44780 or destiny. and then arguing that the 
inanimate destiny must have some intelligent Being to 

regulate it.2 Many of these arguments of Nyaya writers are 

identical with those given by Aristotle and widely used, in 

modern times by Paley and the Christian divines. The idea 

of God or a Supreme and Omniscient Creator of न world 
which was at firstrather faint in the Sitras, came to occupy 


an important place in the Nyay@ system as developed in 


later times. 
8. Nydya writers, while unanimous on the point of God's 
ry existence, do not agree as to his attributes. 
God's attributes, Some hold that God can make creation 
-although Hehas no body owing to absence 
of any Adrsta in his case; others say that God may be 
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sometimes endowed with a body ( as in the various : 
tions ) by our 40752 just as a woman gets a body- 
according to the Adrsta of her husband. A third school 
calls the atoms the body of God; and a fourth assigns. 
that honour to ether. A fifth section conceives God to be- 
formed of two bodies, the Creator and the thing to be 
created, at the beginning of creation; while a sixth one- 
reaches the climax by giving a body to God in the same way 
as a devil gets one for itself by possessing some human. 
medium. AJ! these speculations are due to attempts to- 
overcome the difficulty how a Creator could create without 
having a physical body as wellas organs of sense and action. 
The NyaGya enumerates eight special qualities of God, 
namely, number, ( the greatest ) dimension, severalty, dis-- 
junction, intellect, desire and effort. The Supreme Sout 
diflers from the human in not having pain, merit and deme-- 
rit; but there is a controversy as to whether He has pleasure, 
The modern Naiyadyikas hold on the authority of texts. 
such as नित्यं विज्ञानमानन्दं बह्म, that God enjoys eternal happi-— 
ness just as He has eternal knowledge. while the ancients- 
interpret the word आनन्द as meaning simply इःखाभाव, and 
deny any positive pleasure or ‘pain to God. Annambhatta as= 
usual appears to prefer the ancient view; and hence probably 
the epithet छखखदुःखादिरहित which is found interpolated in. 
some Mss. of T. 8 





9. Having proved the existence of God, T. D. defines the- 
human soul as S@rarara:, thereby exclud+- 





`" lhl ing God who is devoid of pleasure or pain. 
| जीव 18 also described variously as इउन्दरियाय- ` 
धिष्ठाता, or अन्धमरोक्चयोग्य or जन्यस्चानवान्‌, all which epithets are- 


merely contradictories of the attributes of God, The human: 
ul can be easily proved to be distinct from body or organs, - 
and also to be numerous, eternal and all-pervading. The- 
Carvakas say that our body itself is the soul, because our 
self-consciousness ‘I am a man’ ‘I am a Brahman,’ relates- 
to the body; but it is not so, because the self remains the- 
same although the body changes as it grows from infancy 
to old age, Besides we have the opposite consciousness ‘my~ 


ual 
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body,“ my head’ etc. and we feel no diminution of self 
even if parts of body such as arms or legs be cut off. Others 
maintain that the soul is identical with organs of sense as 
is proved by our consciousness “I am blind ‘ Lam deaf’ ; 
but this is also not true, for the deprivation of any one or 
all the organs‘does not injure the soul. Again if the organs 
were soul, there would be as many different souls in a body 
as there are organs of sense, and besides, says T. D. , we- 
should not have,as we have now, the identity of consciousness 
that the same person. 7. €. J, who saw the jar at a former 
time, touch it now. Nor is mind the soul, as mind being 
atomic would be incapable of simultaneously apprehending 
many objects. The soul is therefore something different from 
all these. The human souls are conceived to be numerous, 
and not one as the ledadniinshold, in order to account for 
the variety of experiences of pleasure, pain etc. in different 
bodies. The same soul however passes through several 
bodies; otherwise we cannot form certain impressions and 
habits ( such as the sucking of a new-born child ) that seem 
to come to us intuitively as it were, andare really derived 
from our experience in previous births. Plurality of souls 
is thus reconciled with the doctrine of transmigration. It 
follows from this thatthe human soul is eternal, for 
otherwise he could not pass through several births without 
losing his identity. He must also be all-pervading, for he- 
can neither be atomic nor of any intermediate magnitude. If 
atomic he could occupy only a minute spot in the body and 
thus could notsimultaneously feel pleasure or pain at distant 
parts of the bedy. Ifthe soul had an intermediate magnitude- 
he would be liable to destruction by the enlargement or 
diminution of that magnitude. Again, how is this middling 
magnitude to be determined ? It would be either the same 
size as the body, as the Jainas hold, or it would be different, 
being larger or smaller. In the latter case the soul would 
be too large or too small to exactly occupy the body as he- 
‘should. In the former case the difficulty arises as to how a. 
soul which was small in the small body of a child could 
increase when the child grows to manhood; and similarly 
how the same soul which in one birth was of the size of an. 
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elephant could in another birth be accommodated in ~ 
body of 27 ant. Ifit is said that the size varies, then it is 
not the same soul, and there would be different souls notonly 
in different births but even at different stages of life. Hence 
the soul must necessarily be regarded as all-pervading 
To this last supposition an objection may be made that 
each all-pervading soul would occupy all bodies and thus. 
the experiences of all beings would be cognized by every 
individual. The answer to this objection is that the soul 
though all-pervading cognises things, not by himself, 
but by contact with a mind which is separate and confined 
to each body 


6. There is cne point with respect to जीव which being 

controversial seems to have been purpose- 

sete sey knoe ly omitted by T. D., namely whether जीव 

is perceived or is only to be inferred like 

-ether and other incorporeal substances. ‘The followers of 

Gotama hold that जीव is perceptible by the mind because 
it is the object of such mental cognitions as ‘I am happy 

Iam unhappy.’ The Vaisesikas maintain that जीव 


is not perceptible even mentally, because the cognition + ब 


am happy ‘refers not to the pure Ego, but to the quality of 
pleasure or pain which thus becomes the sign of the exist 
ense of जीव. A still greater objection to the perceptibility — 
of soul is that he being the pereceiver of everything cannot 
perceive himself, the knower and the known being always 
different. जाव is therefore only inferrible, the inference being 
खखादिसाश्चात्कारो SAA: ¦ अणत्वाद्रपबत. जावर may also be inferred 
from the existence of organs of sense, or of qualities such 
as 31@ which can reside in soul alone. Several of these so- 
called ˆ signs ` 21 soul are enumerated in Kandada’s apho- 
>32571--पाणापान-निमेषोन्मेष-जीवन-मनोगतीन्द्रियान्तरविकारा खखदुः- 
 स्वच्छाद्रषधरयत्नाश्चात्मनो टलिङ्ानि. 1 Annambhatta seems to fayour 
the Vaisesika view of the inferrible character of soul. ` 
though he does not explicitly say so. The human soul has 14 
‘special properties, for which see quotation, 0. ए. 80-6 Supra. 
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871. AVIIL मनः. 


Mind is the organ which is the instrument of the cognition of 
Mind pleasure eic. Being assigned to each soul, 
it is countless, atomic and eternal. 


1. Ktymologically mind is not simply the instrument of 
thought, ( मन्यतेऽनेन ), but in reality its Functions are 
much more extensive, because it is not only the direct 
cause of internal experience, such as that of pleasure 
and pain, but is also an aid in the per ceptions of external 
senses. The Naiydyikas, strangely enough, give much prom- 
inence to the latter two functions of the mind, and entirely 
subordinate, if not actually deny, its character as the instru- 
ment of thinking. Even taking these two functions assign-. 
ed to mind, it has a double character. It is both an organ: 
of sense itself, and an accessory to other organs. Annam- 
bhaita's definition, being founded on the former of these 
two functions, distinguishes mind from other organs which 
give knowledge of external objects only, while mind brings. 
about internal cognition of such things as lie beyond the. 
Province of the other organs. Hence the word guste ig 
purposely used here in the restricted sense of direct internal 
cognition; while साधन means an instrumental cause. By 
wang, V. ए. remarks, are to be understood all qualities. 
that reside in the soul by intimate relation, and which could 
therefore be perceived by mind alone. The word इन्द्रिय ig. 
purposely inserted in the definition to exclude soul as well 
as the conjunction of mind with soul, both of which are 
instrumental in bringing about the cognition. If we how- 
ever take the word साधन in the strict sense of a करण, the 
word इन्द्रिय seems to be unnecessary and may be dispensed 
with ; for आत्मा will be excluded as being the agent and not 
the चरण proper of a cognition, while आत्ममनःसंयोग being 
व्यापार is distinct from the करण, Perhaps the word इन्दिय ig 
introduced to contradict those theorists who refuse to cal] 
mind an organ ; but of this later on | 





T, D. gives another definition, स्यहारिहितत्वे साति क्रियावत्वम्‌ 
which, though technically correct enough, does not give us 
much insight into the nature of the thing defined. Of the 
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five intangible substances, ether, time, space, souland mind, — 
the last alone, having a limited dimension, can act, while 
18 first four being all-pervading can never have any motion. 
Mind being thus intangibleand corporeal Is only inferrible, — 
the inference being, as usual in such cases, drawn from the ` 
functions assigned to it. The mode of reasoning is to as- 
sume a certain cause to account for such effects or pheno- — 
mens as are known to be undoubted facts and cannot be 
explained in any other way. The argument for mind is 
` खुखादिसाश्चात्कारः करणसाध्यः । जन्यसाक्षात्कारत्वाचाश्चुषसाश्चात्कारवत्‌. | ` 
Kanada and Gotama give two different proofsof mind which: 
are if possibie even more convincing than the aboves 
Kandda’s aphorism अत्वेन्द्रियार्थ संनिकर, Wawa भावोऽभावश्चं मनसो 
लिङ्गम्‌ ° gives asa proof for mind the fact that knowledge is 
produced or not according as there exists or not the conjun- 
ction of mind with soul, organs and objects. Gofama lays 
stress on the fact that our cognitions are always successive 
and never simultaneous युगपज्ज्ञानाचत्त्तिर्बनसे fora. There 
can be only one cojunction at a time, and therefore > ` 
succession of cognitions such as we daily experience can be 
possible only with an intermediate link like the atomic mind. 
The minds are as innumerableasthere are human souls, । 
one being assigned to each of the latter. The word नियत is 
interpreted by V. V. so as to include both the principal and 
the accessory functions of the mind- अन्न सम्ेतशारणत्वे सत्यसम- 
वेतभोगकारणत्वे नियतन्वङब्दाथ e.the word नियत implies the 
instrumentality of mind both to the cognition of those things 
that are intimately united with soul, as well as of those that 
are not so united. More probably it implies that the same 
mind is always associated with the same soul and accom- 
panies him through hissuccessive births ; otherwise we can-- 
not account for survival of impressions acquired in previous 
births. It may also be mentioned here that some assume 


मतस्तव as ॐ जाति residing in all individual minds. while ` 


others deny it. 
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3. The most important property of mind is its infinite- 
simality (ayrq ), because it is necessary to 
Tis magnitude. —_ explain its chief function, that of acting 
as a connecting link between the soul and 

the external organs. The Mimamsakas hold mind to be 911- 
‘pervading, and their argument is मनो विथ । स्पर्ात्यन्ताभावकत्वा- 
` दाकाड्चवत््‌, or मनो fay । विहोषगु ण्यन्य द्रव्यत्वात्‌ काटवत्‌, or मनो faq! 
 ज्ानास्मवायक्रारणसयागाधारत्वादात्मवत्‌. This inference by an- । 
-alogy however is contradicted by our experience, for if mind 
were all-pervading it would be in contact with all organs Of 
‘sense at once, and there would be a variety of perceptions 
‘simultaneously. Not only so, but as this contact of mind 
with the senses would continue always, there would be no 
sleep or cessation of knowledge. The contact of mind with the 
organs must therefore be occasional and voluntary, and the 
mind therefore must have a limited magnitude so that it 
can be attached to and severed from the organs at pleasure. 
The argument employed by T. D. isa little different and is 
not quite correct. If mind were all-pervading, there would be 
no contact of mind with the ail-pervading soul, for it is a 
Nydaya doctrine that two all-pervading substances can never 
be mutually in contact. To this the Mimamsaka has an 
obvious reply that he does not accept the Nyaya doctrine, 
and therefore there is no impossibility of आव्मनःसयोग in 
his theory. T. D. thereupon urges that if such a contact 
between two all-pervading things were admitted it would be 
eternal and continuous, and there would be no sleep. The 
Naiyayka can 8630006 (or sleep by supposinz that itis induced 
when the atomic mind enters a particular vein in the body, 
called Taz; bas tae Mininsita cannot do so, for even B3- 
suming that आत्त तःसं थोग ceases as soon as mind enters the 
éiaa, there will be still some portion of it outside as, being 
all-pervading, the whole of it could naver ba contained in 
फत्‌ त्‌, and the coatact of this oat-lying portion with soul 
Would never cease.” Tae weakness of thisarzumeat of T Dj. 
dies in the assumption that the contact of mind with soul 
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ceases as soon as the former enters पुरीतत्‌ ; but no reason 
is.given for this assumption. Even granting that the 
mind is atomic, the continuity of its contact with soul 
cannot be prevented, for the soul being all-pervading must ` 
be present wherever the mind may be situated. The difh- 
culty in fact will be greater, for in this case the Naiya- 
yika cannot take shelter behind his doctrine of non-contact — 
of all-pervading things. This difficulty 18 sought to be re- 
moved by the arbitrary assumption that the contact of mind 
with soul ends at the mouth of पुरीतत्‌. As a matter of © 
fact ifthe soul is all-pervading it should be present in, 
as well as out of, the प्रीतत्‌, and the contact of mind with 
it should never cease. An alternative assumption to account 
for the same phenomenon of sleep is that there is no 
ates in परीतत्‌, and that contact of mind with त्वक्छ 15 a 
necessary condition for all knowledge, त्वद्ननः संयोगो ज्ञानसामान्ये 
कारणनित्यर्थः; but this is as arbitrary as the above. The 
argument basedon आत्ममनःसयोग is not therefore as satis- 
factory as the other one based on इद्दरियमनःसंयोग. Tho — 
phenomena of sleep and knowledge can be sufficiently 
accounted for by conjunction and severance of mind with 
organs of sense, even if the आत्ममनःसंयोग is continuous. 











4. The Naiyayika theory of sleep already hinted above is 
peculiar] पुरीतत्‌ is an intestine somewhere 

Theory of sleep. near the heart and conceived asa sort of 

a fleshy bag in which the mind remains 

during sleep] The process is thus described by Dinakara- 
bhatta :— ~य 


“sont खक्तयजच्रलटमनः क्रियया मनसाऽत्मनो विभागः, ततः आत्ममनः-' 
सेयोगनाज्ञः, ततः पुरीतदात्मकोत्तरदेरोन मनसः संयोग उत्पद्यते; सेव TIA 
The पुरीतत्‌ ४8 well as the theory of sleep based upon it are 
not however pure inventions of the Naiyayikas. Both sare 
more or less fully described in ancient writings, and the 
originality of the Naiyayikas consists simply in the way they 
a¢apted them to their own psychological system. Texts like 








1 S. M, Calc. ed. p. 48. 
2 Div, Bomb. ed. p. 115. 
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AY यदा छखष्प्तो भवति यदान तस्थ च हिता नामन ATS! दासत्रातिसहः 
ख्राणे हृदयात्‌ परीततमभिपतिष्ठन्ते ताभे : प्रत्यवच्प्य पुरीतति aa’ had 
already formulated a physical theory of sleep which all 
orthodox schools were bound to accept, modifications being 
permitted only where the Sruti was silent. The above text 
of BrhadGranyakopanisad, for instance, vaguely says that 
he or if entered from the heart to the पुरीतत्‌ by way of seventy- 
two thousands of arteries; and hence the Veddniins take that 
he to be जीव, while the Naiyayikas take it to be मनस. This 
परीतत्‌, which is said to be joined to the h2art by 72000 feeder 
arteries, is also called Surat नाडी by Yogins and Vedantins, 
who describe it as opening at the top of the head called aar- 
रन्ध and as being the path by which the soul of a ज्ञानी passes 
out of the body to the solar region.” The Naiydyskas of course 
with their usual shrewdness adopted only so much of this 
anatomy as suited their purpose and substituted mind for the 
परुष of the original.['The notion of this entrance of the think- 
ing element into some narrow vein near the heart was 
probably derived from the observed slackening of the blood 
circulation in the arteries, and the consequent slower palpita- 
tions of the heart during sleep..) Anyhow modern anatomy 
and physiology do not support the theory 


5. Whether the word इन्द्रियं is inserted in the definition of 
mind to exclude -आत्ममनःसंयोग or to re- 

Is mind an organ? pudiate the doctrine of an opponent, it is 
Ms certain that both the Nya@ya and Vaisesika 
schools agree in calling mind an इन्द्रिय; or rather the Nyaya 
expressly says so and the dogma is imported into the Vaise- 
sika system as one that is not explicity repudiated by 
Kanida, according to the maxim autattgagad wate.’ [ Mind 
must be called an organ, because it is the instrument of in- 
ternal perception. Other doctrinaires, and especially the Vedan- 


tins, deny इन्द्रियत्व to mind. ] As the point has considerable 


bearing on the Nyaya definitions of perception and inference 





_— 


त्म 1. Brh Up. IV. 1, 19 
2. Saihkara-Bhasya on Braim. Sat. I, 2, 7 


3. Vat.on G.8.1I,1, 1 
20 


EE ——a lc ह ऋ ` 









450 Tarka-Satngraha. [ SECT. उश 


as well as on some other kindred topics, it will be we 
while here to explain it once for all. पत्यक्ष will be presently ` 
defined as इन्द्रियार्थसंनिकर्षजन्यं ज्ञानम्‌. If the mind is note 
the definition will not cover perception of pleasure and pain, | 
while, if mind is इन्द्रिय, it will overlap on असुमिति which also 
results from contact of mind with external objects such 88 
the mountain and smoke. It will be seen further on how ` 
Naiyayikas get out of this dilemma, but the fact that it arises 
has sufficed the Vedantin to deny इन्दियत्व to mind. The chief — 
consideration however which weighs with the Vedantin is 
authoritative texts of Sruti like “इन्द्रियेभ्यः परा aul Auer a 
परं मनः, in which mind is not only mentioned separately 
but placed on a higer level than the organs, thereby imply- । 
ing that mind is not इन्द्रिय, As to the other horn of the 
dilemma, namely that mental perception will not come = 
der the given definition of भत्यक्ष, Vedantins escape it by repudia- 
ting the Nydya definition of perception itself as incorrect.” 
it must also be remembered that though the later Nuiyayikas 
stoutly maintain the इन्दरियत्व of mind, the doctrine is not 
expressly stated in either of the Sutras. While Kanada is 
admittedly silent upon it, Gotama does not include mind in 
the list of organs,? but mentions it separately among his 
Prameyas.* ` After all the controversy seems to be nothings 
more than a battle of words. 80 long as all are agreed in 
distinguishing mind from the five external organs, and treat- ५ 
ing it as an entity by itself, it does not matter whether you 
call it इन्द्रिय or अंतःकरणज्ञात्ते or anything else. 17 mind is an 
organ, it is an iternal organ ( अन्तरिन्दरिय ) quite distinct from 
the external organs, while if it is not an organ it is so much ` 
akin to one tha+it shares many of its properties and functior 
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3861. XIX. रूपम. 


. Colour is the (special) quality which ts cognised by 
eye alone. (८ ४8 of seven kinds, and resides in earth, water, 
and light. All the sevenare found in carth, pale white in water, 
And brilliant white in light. 
` 1. The definitions of colour, savour, odour and touch are 
taken from /Prasastapada’s scholium 
Colour. with the exception of the words मान्न and 
खण. The latter words seem to have been 
suggested by Sridhara's comment.' The word मा excludes 
number which is cognised by eye as well as touch; while गण 
excludes on one side प्रभा which is dravya, and on the other 
कूपत्वजाति, it being a rule that the जाति and अमाव of a thing 
are perceived by the same sense as the thing itself. But the 
पभाभित्तेसंयोग, being a guna, will still come in; and to exclude 
‘it therefore the word गण is interpreted as विशेषगुण, special 
quality, although T. D. seems to take the word in its 
general sense. Why then, one might ask, insert मान्न when 
सह्या too like संयोग might be excluded by taking खण in the sense 
of विज्ञेषयण ? The answer is that ara is also necessary to exclude 
सांसिद्धिकद्रवत्व. This is obviously a refinement of a later 
commentator (8. C.), for T. D. does not notice it, V. V. is 
not satisfied with the definition in the text, hedged as it is 
with so many qualifications, because परमाणएारूप which is 
imperceptible to the eye is not included init, ४. ए, there 
fore proposes as a better definition त्वगय्ाद्य-चक्चुाद्य-गुणविभा- 
जकधमवच्वम्‌. The prefix त्वगयाद्य serves the purpose of Ara; 
while by saying गणविभाजकध्मवच्तम्‌, which is the same as 
गुणत्वावान्तरजा तिमत्वम्‌, instead of mere गुणत्वम्‌, we include 
परमाणुरूप which has a गृणत्वावान्तरजाति, namely रूपत्वजाति, 
although it is not चश्ुर्याह्य itself. The purpose can equally be 
served by adopting the enlarged definition suggested by T. D. 
to exclude संघोग. It is needless to remark that यहणं or, cogni- 
tion means here our ordinary cognition, and not the super- 
natural perception of Yogins who can perceive anything by 
‘any organ of sense they ‘please Sinkara Migra® gives four 
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necessary conditions for the perception of colour, 
1. large magnitude ( महत्पग्माण ), 2 visibility (3 <a 
3 not being overpowered ( अनभिभूततत्व ), and 4 the pro arty 
रूपत्व. The colour of atoms is not perceived because 
atoms have not.a large magnitude; the whiteness of the 
is not perceived because itis Haga; the whiteness in € 
mon fire and the lustre of rubies are unperceived owing 
their being overpowered by earthy matter; while savour and 
touch are unperceived because they have no रूपत्वजाति he 
modern theory first propounded by Newton is that colour 
belongs to light only and that a ray of white light con- 
tains all the primary colours which can be separated by 
prism of glass. An object appears to have the colour जाथ 
‘it reflects. The colours of earth and water are therefore not 
their own, but are derived from the particular rays reflectec 
from them a7 
2. Colour is of seven kinds, white, blue, yellow, re 
Varieties of green, tawny and variegated. This enum 
द eration of seven colours is not known 

| either to Prasasfapdda or Sridhara. and 

is probably borrowed from some later writer. The last 
variety being a mixture of the preceding six, it is natural 
asked why चिच्रूप is recognized separately. Instead 
‘supposing anew colour why cannot, says the obje 
चिञ्ररूप be called simply a mixture of several colours, a 
& variegated piece of cloth be simply designated 
having so many colours? To this T. D. replies that, colow 
being a व्याप्यङत्तिधम, there cannot be several colours in one 
and the same object 


A व्याप्यरत्तिधमं is defined as TIAA AEC ea aay cate 
anit धर्मः, ie 8 quality which never co-exists with its o 
अत्यन्ताभाव ( absolute negation ) in one and the same obiet 
The opposite of this is an अच्याप्यन्रत्तिधर्म which is 8 qu 
that resides in 8 portion of the object only, and is therefore 
co-existent with its own absolute negation residing 
_another portion of the same object. Thus when 
monkey sits on the top of a tree, the monkey tou 
the top only and not the root of the tree. The कपिसंयोग is 
therefore said tobe अग्रावाच्छन्न, residing in the top, W. 2 
its अत्यन्ताभाव is प्रटावाच्छिन्न, residing in the root of the 
same tree. This संयोग is therefore an अव्याप्यवृत्तिधरः 
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-व्यष्यदातैध्भं is 8 quality which covers the entire thing and 
not 8 part of it only, like the whiteness or blueness of a jar 
which resides in all its parts. 


If faeq be only 8 collection of several colours, each in- 
dividual colour will be जव्याप्यन्रात्ति, i. ९. partial, while there 
will be no one colour covering the whole. What of it if 
‘there be not, rejoins the objector ; can we not still perceive 
the piece of cloth by means of the colours of its parts ? You 
* cannot,says theauthor, for there is no colour in the piece 
of cloth as a whole, and without a colour you cannot per- 
ceive an object. But are there not so many instead of one 
«eolour in the piece? They are useless, replies the author, to 
make it visible, because individually they reside in parts only 
while collectively they do not form one quality of the whole, it 
being a peculiar doctrine of the Naiyayikas that a collection 
4 ससदाय ) is not a thing by itself apart from-its components. 
A सथदाय, if it exists apart from its parts, would be a pro- 
duct different from its parts ; but where would it then reside ? 
Not in each part, nor in all put together, since it is distinct 
from all of them. सस्दाय is therefare not distinct from the 
parts and is, like द्ित्वादिसख्या, only a चया प्रधम ?. e. a conjoint 
attribute. Such being the case, a collection of several 
colours cannot by itself constitute a quality which would 
make the piece o/ cloth visible. But here a question arises, 
why is a colour at all necessary for the perception of 8 
thing ? Let the condition precedent for perceptibility be ` 
07 रूपव च्व, possession of colour, but रूपवःसमवेतत्, the state 
of being intimately united with things having colour. So 
although the piece of cloth may not have a colour of its 
oWn, it 15 in intimate union with parts that kave colour, 
and will be therefore perceptible. The objection to this 
View is that such a condition precedent ( रूपवत्समवेतत्व ) for 
perceptibility is unnecessarily elaborate and therefore not 
preferable to the usual one eyaxa. The result of this dis- 
‘ussion is that we must recognize an independent चित्ररूप to 
account for the perceptibility of a variegated piece of cloth 


3. The definition and divisions ग रूप must have already 
shown fo a critical student that the Naiyayika conception of 
‘ST is somewhat restricted. It is clear that what we ordi- 
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narily call the form or shape of a thing ( आकाराविहष ), such: 
as its roundness or squareness, is not comprehended under. । 
रूप. It neither falls under any one of the seven colours, 

nor does the definition चक्षुमाच्ग्राद्यखणत्वं apply to it, for 

orm can be apprehended by the eye as well as by touch, — 
Hence खूप is translated here by ‘ colour ’, although in | 
popular parlance it signifies form as well. Under what 

head then would this form go १ Nuiyayikas call it simply an 
जवयवसंस्थानविरोषं particular arrangement of parts, and 88. ` 
such would probably include it under संयोग., Other 80110188 
tics such as the Vedantins do not regard form as in any — 
way distinct from the thing or its parts; for, they say, we 
recognize the same identical person ina देवदत्त standing and — 
a देवदत्त sitting although the arrangements of his limbs 

 अवयवसंस्थान ) are different in the two cases. The point 18 

noticed here simply to clear a possible doubt. y 


= 
4. Colour of all sorts resides in earth, while water and 
त light have only one kind, namely white. 
(र < whiteness of light, however, being 
colours. 
प brilliant, differs from that of water, which 
is not 80. The meaning of the passage is clear; but curi- 
ously the reading in the majority of the copies of the ter 
is unsatisfactory if not actually corrupt, rendering thé 
passage almost unintelligible. Only two Mss. in fact give’ 
the correct reading which is adopted in the text, others 
mostly reading अभास्वरं Js and भास्वरं Te, and thus appar- 
ently making अभास्वरं and भास्वरं independent attributes of 
रूप and not qualifications of whiteness as they really are 
There are no separate colours like भास्वर and अभास्वर, bt 
the words are introduced to distinguish between the parti- 
cular sort of whiteness that resides in water and that 
which resides in light. Even with the reading भास्वरं Te We 
can no doubt get the right meaning by taking भास्वरं to । 
adverb modifying the adjective 3#; but then the construc-— 
tion becomes extremely awkward. In any case there ought 
to be no doubt as to the real meaning of the passage. =, 
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Sect. XX, XXI, रा, रसः, गन्धः, eqs. 


Savour is the quality apprehended by tongue; it is of 
siz kinds ; sweet, sour, saline, pungent, astringent and bitter ; 
it resides in earth and wa'er; earth contains all the six 
varieties ; water only the sweet. 

Odour is the quality apprehended by the nos: ; it is fragrant 
and non-fragrant, residing in earth only. 


a is the quality apprehended by skin only ; it is of three 
nds: cool, hot, and tepid, residing in earth, water, light and 
air ; of these cool touch is ( found ) in waler, hot in light and 
temd in earth. 
1. The three qualities of savour, odour and touch are 
here grouped together as they are treated 
Savour. symmetrically. कट and तिक्त mean pungent 
and bitter respectively, and not wce versa, 
as Ballantyne translates them wrongly. Earth has all 
varieties of savour, while water has only one, viz. sweet. 
Other tastes, such as sourness and salt, which are sometimes 
apprehended in water, are due to the dissolution of earthy 
matter in it. 


2. Odour is apprehended by the nose and is oftwo kinds, 
fragrant and non-fragrant, residing in 
Odour. earth only. चिच्ररस is not recognized be- 
cause we never experience it, the several 
savours when mixed in one substance being in reality appre: 
hended separately and one after another. चिचत्रगन्ध and ~ 
स्पा are impossibie because their varieties are mutually re- 
pellent, and cannot therefore reside in one substance at one 
time. The word ara is omitted in the definitions शः रस and 
गन्ध as unnecessary because the two organs apprehend their 
respective qualities only and nothing else. It is however 
necessary in the definition of erst, for the sense of touch 
apprehends other qualities besides touch, such as number 
and conjunction, which are also perceived by the eye. The 
word यण is retained in the three definitions to exclude the 
जाति respectively residing in the three qualities, viz. रसत्व, 
गन्धत्व and स्पर्हात्व. It is needless to remark that the three 
definitions are to be understood as airfatatare ( €. & रसनया 
जातिमान्‌ ) in order to include the qualities in atoms. 
de = eer 
3. Annambhatia following old authors divides स्वश into 
three kinds, hut, cold, and temperate ; 
+^ but some others are for recognizing 
Rraersf also, the reason given being 
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the analogy with colour (faaxestq करूपस्थटीययुक्त्या 
स्वीकरणीय एव) ). चिचरस्पङा however is not so possible in 
three-fold division as in the theory of those who divide खज्ञं ` 
into numerous kinds such as :— 


Sa: Satara: स्निग्धश्च fers: खरः | 
कडिनाश्रक्रणः Yer: पिच्छलो दारुणो सदुः ॥ 
एव इादशविस्तारो वायव्यो खण एव च 


The idea seems to be that the eye and the organs of 
touch being the chief organs through which most of our 
perceptive knowledge is derived, चित्ररूप and feaeqst have to 
be recognized to account for the perception of a whole hay- ` 
ing variegated parts. No such necessity however exists in : 
the case of objects having different odours or 88 ए 01178, &S_ 
even if they are never perceived at all, they can be 
inferred from their qualities. The same is the case with 
स्पा according to those who deny स्पारनिप्रत्यक्च to objects hav- 
ing touch. Hence Sankara Misra remarks: न च हरीतक्यां 
रसोऽपि चित्र इति वाच्यम्‌ । हरीतक्या नीरसत्वे दोषाभावात्‌. °° 4 



















8707. ॐ घा. पाकजापाकजत्वे 


The four qualities, colour etc., are products of heat and 
non-eternal in earth ; elsewhere they are natural and either 
eternal or non-elernal. Those inheriting in eternal things a 
elernal ; those in ncn-efernal things are non-eternal 


a} 


1. The four qualities colour savour, odour, and touch 


a are both eternal and non-eternal they are. 
roduction of 
दन sometimes produced by heat, and 80008 
times they are natural. In earth they are 
said tobe produced by heat, and are consequently non-eternal, 
while in the remaining three substances they are natural) 
and are both eternal and non-eternal the eternal being 
confined to the eternal atoms, and the non-eternal belong= 






1 V. 8, Up. Calc.ad ए. 292 
1. > Méha-Bharata, 
sie» : 3S. Up. Cale, Ed. p, 286, 
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ing to products which are non-eternal, The author is silent 
as to whether natural and eternal odour resides in the atoms 
of earth. If it does, the words पाकजमनित्यं च ought to 
be supplemented by the further addition अपाकजं नित्यं 
The distinction between पाकज and अपाकज appears to be 
that earth can change its qualities by the application 
of heat, while water, light and air do not change them. Not 
that water and air do not become hot by the contact of 
heat, but the change of touch in their case does not affect the 
material but belongs to the light that is mixed with them. 


9 TT. D. here states briefly the rival theories about 
पाकजोत्पति, that sharply divide the 
7 co 41 ८९505 from the Naiydyikas. The 
Fillarestka. former are called पीटपाकवादिनः because 
they explain the change of colour in 
_an unbaked jar by the separate baking of individual atoms, 
whilethe Naiyayixas are called पिटिरपाकवादिनः because they 
supposed the change of colour to be accomplished in the 
Jar itself. पाक is definedas कूपादिपराउन्निफलक-विजातीयतेजः-संयोग, 
application of external heat which effects a change of colour 
and other qualities. It is of various kinds according to the 
_effects, one changing only colour as in a baked jar, another 
changing colour, odour and savour as in an artificially ripened 
mango-fruit, and so on. ‘The word विजातीय excludes 
a change by heat in metals, which, being तेजस्‌, are 
सजातीय, When a jar is baked, the old black jar is, according 
to Vaisesikas, destroyed, and its several compounds, 
of binaries etc. are also destroyed. The action of the fire 
produces the red colour in separate atoms, which are then 
joined by the same action of fire into new compounds, 
and eventually produce a new red jar. This complicated 
process of dissolution and reconstruction of the jar 1s 
necessary to allow all the atoms in the jar to be baked, for 
if the jar remained intact, the fire cannot penetrate if and 
bake the atoms in the interior. The reason why we cannot 
perceive this process of dissolution and reconstruction 1s 
its great rapidity. The time occupied by this process 
has been variously computed, some holding it to be see 
‘moments, others ten, others eleven, and a fourth 01, 
five only. The order of nine ` रपालय, which is generally 
21 
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accepted, is thus given by Visvanatha:—' “ तथाहि (2) 
बद्धिसंयोगात्कमं | ततः परनाण्वन्तरेण विभागः । तत आरम्भकसंयोगनाहः । ` 
ततो व्यदकनाङाः । (२ ) ततः परमाणो इ्यामादिनाशः | (३) ततो रक्तायुत्पत्तिः ॥ 
(४) ततो द्रव्यारम्भालगुणाक्रिया | (५) ततो भागः | (६ ) ततः पर्वसंयोगनाज्ञाः । 
(७) तत आरम्भकसंयोगः | ( < ) ततो ्यणकोत्पाततैः । ( ९) ततो रक्तायुत्पत्तिः ” 
Of these the first four steps constitute the first moment 
marking the gradual destruction of the binary, and make 
up, together with the following eight ones, the total num- 
ber of nine moments. Those who accept a disjunction 
srising from disjunction ( विभागजविभाग ) make ten moments 
by adding after the third another step बह्धिनोदनजन्यपरमाण- 
कर्मणो ATE: cessation of the action in the atoms produced by 
the original conjunction of fire; while the advocates of 
eleven moments add another disjunction after the first step, 
Again, if of the nine moments above described we take the 
first, the second, then the next two, then the next four, and 
then the last, we have the time divided into five moments 
only.” To this fantastical theory the Naiydyikas who adyo- 
cate षिठरपाकवाद्‌ object on the ground that, if the first jar 
is destroyed and a new one substituted, the identity of the 
jar Can never remain intact. We recognize the jar to be 
exacty the same jar as before ; we observe the same through 
all stages of baking ; and other pots placed over it do 
not tumble down, as they must if their support is comple-. 
tely destroyed even for a moment. Again how do the : 
ber, the shape and even the lines on the jar remain the 
same? These strong objections are answered’ by the counter- 
question, how dces the identity of a jarremainintact even if we 
scratch some particles out of it with a needle-point, although 
‘the jar after scratching becomes minus some particles and is 
quite different from the former one १ The followers of Nyaye 
therefore accept the simpler and on the whole the more reason- 


able theory of the change of colourbeing accomplished without — 


the total dissolution and reconstruction ofthe jar. The objec- 


tion how fire can reach the atomsis met with by the practical: 








1. 8. M. Calc. Ed. p. 103. ^ 
2. For further explanation see V. 8, Up. Calc. ed. ए. 291, Roer’s Trans.. 
of B. P, Bibl. Ind. pp. 57-9, and Sarva, D. S. Cowell’s Trans. 0. 194. 
SAVES Up, cale. ed. pp, 989-90, ` = 
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instance of water boiling inside a pot placed over fire without 
actual touch. In this way the controversy between the पीटपाक 
(baking of atoms)and the पिटरपाक (baking of the pot) has beer 
carried on by their respective partisans with a scholastic sub- 
tlety and anamount of energy that are quite disproportionate 
to the importance of the result. The doctrine of Waar 
has in fact become one of the standing tests of distinguishing 
a genuine Vaisesika from his rival the Niayayika proper. 
8 The chief points of distinction between the two 
schools are stated in the following 
distich:— 
हिते च पाकजोत्पत्तौ विभागे च बिभागजे । 
यस्य न स्वाछिता feed ञे Taree िदुः | 
The Vatgesika doctrines about दिव and विभागजविभाग 
will beexplained subsequently. Whatever view of पाकजोत्पत्तिः 
we adopt, it is certain that the qualities in earth are non- 
eternal. According to the Vaisesika पीटुपाक, even गन्ध in. 
earthy atoms seems to be non-eternal; but the other theory 
leaves the point doubtful. 


Vais'egikas and 
Natyayikas. 


— ene ीसं 


उण, XXIV, संख्या, 





Number is the (special and instrumental ) cause of the 
common usage of ( words ) one, two ete. ' ` It resides in the mine 
substances from one to Parardha, Oneness is eternal and 
non-eternal, eternal in eternal subsiances, and non-eternal in 
non-eternals. Duality and the rest are only non-eternal 

1. The definitions of संख्या and परिमाण in the text are 

} taken fom Prasastapada.' The word हेतु 

hd nal here, as in the definition of time, is to be 
understood in the sense of अस्राधारण- 

निमित्तकारण, असाधारण in order to exclude universal causes like 
time and space; and निमित्त to exclude ether which is the 
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‘ternal substances like atoms, while the other. kinds are found 
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‘material cause of all व्यवहार. ‘Number is the first of the com- 
mon qualities, i. €. those which reside in all the substances, 
They are enumerated as follows:-- = 


स डःख्या दिरपरत्वान्तो द्रवः सांसिद्धिकस्तथा | 
गरुत्ववेगो सामान्यथणा एते waar: i! 


Number, dimension, severalty, conjunction, disjunction, — 
priority and posteriority, these seven, together with deri- ` 
vative fluidity, gravity and velocity, are qualities common 
“to all substances. They appertain to substance in general, — 
and not to any particular kind of substance; and hence they 
cannot be due to special characteristics which distinguish 
“One class from another. It will be noticed that all these 
qualities connote really a state, aspect or arrangement of 
the thing or its parts, and not any attribute inherent in the 
‘thing itself. They are, to adopt modern phraseology, sub-— 
Jective or notional rather than objective or material. They 
are in fact imposed upon the thing by the operation of our 
own mind; that is, as the Vedd@ntin would say, they are 1 
अध्यस्त or आरोपित. 1४ is true that we apprehend them, but 
we cannot assert positively whether they have a real ex- — 
istence in the external object or are merely conceptions of 
ourown mind imposed upon the object. It will be more 
“correct to say that we conceive them than that we perceive 
them. The special qualities ( विज्ञेषगुण ) on the other hand, | 
which have been already enumerated, have areal objective 
“existence. Number of course is pre-eminently a subjective 
property and varies at our will, for we can contemplate 8. 
number of things, each as one separately, or allasso many __ ` 


or all as one collection. The V aisesikas, had undoubted y= 
realized the true nature of number, for they called duality 
“and the higher numbers atara(@aeq. ; 





== 









= ‘ Out of the numbers which are ordinarily counted from one | 
0 & parardha or a lakh of lakhs of crores, unity 1681068 - 19. 


18. P.90-- 4, 
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| The transiertness of non-eternal unity in products 
arises from facts such as that a log of wood ceases to be one 
when you break it into pieces. Numbers from duality onwards. 
being अपेश्चाञ्द्धिजन्य are non-eternal. Sainkara Misra regards. 
बहुत्व, 7. €. an indefinite multitude, as a separate number apart 
from चित्वादि which are all definite ; but this opinion is not 
generally accepted. ' 


2. Theverse quoted in Note 3 on Sect. XXIII®* men- 
tions fas one of the three contested 

What is duality. points between Nyaya and  Vaisesika 

| schools. The Vaiseska view, which is: 

no doubt shared by Annambhaita, is that all numbers from 
duality onwards are produced ( जन्य ) and not simply made- 
known (ज्ञाप्य) by saerafy. wana is defined अनेकेकत्वडद्धि- 
ay सा प्वश्चाद्धद्धिरुच्यतेऽ, which may be translated as “the notion. 
which refers to many unities is called the wtaraty. "It is 
difficult to translate अपेश्चाबुद्धि by “comprehending intellect” 
as Roer does, or by any other exact English equivalent; but 
its meaning can be easily understood. When two things are 
brought before us, we do not at once cognize them as two, 
but first apprehend each one separately, as this one and 
that one. These separate notions are denoted by the term 
अपिक्षाद्धि. When the conceptions of these two unities are 
formed in our mind, they are joined together and produce one 
general notion of duality; and then we get the knowledge 

that there are iwo things. The process is thus described :— 














“oa पथयममिन्दियार्थसोनिकर्षः | तस्मदेकत्वसामान्यज्ञानम्‌ । ततोऽपक्षा- 
बुद्धिः । ततो द्विव्वोत्याततः | ततो दवित्वसामान्यज्ञानम्‌ । तस्माददित्वगुणक्तानस्‌ । | 
ततः संस्कारः 1 | | 
First we have the contact of the organ of sense with | 
the object (४ € each of the two jars); thence arises the 
knowledge of the genus unity ( apart from_ the individual) # । 
then the distinguishing perception, अपेक्षाञ्द्ध, by त the 
notion of nnity is realized in each of the objects, and we 
ज ड - 
1 ¥. 8, Up. Cale. ed. p. 322. : 
2 Supra. क. 159. 
3 B. P. 108. | , 1 
4 Sarv, D. 8. Calc. ed. ए. 10. | । 
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apprehend “this is 006, '* “this is one ” etc. ; then the — 
production of duality by the combination of separate unities; 
then the knowledge of the abstract genus of duality; then 
the cognition of that quality of duality as existing in the 
two things ; and lastly the consciousness that we see two 
things. In this way we derive the complex knowledge of 
two, three etc. from the simple notions of unity. The reason 
why fee 15 regarded at अपेश्ाद्द्धिजन्य and not अपेश्चाङ्जद्धिज्ञाप्य is 
rather subtle. It is that stare cannot simply be the ज्ञापक- 
@a of feet like a stroke which 76९6818 a sound lying dormant 
in ether ; but it is the कारकेतु of द्वित्व, because it is always 
found inseparably associated with fea, while ज्ञापकहेतु need 
not be 50 ( अविश्चाङ्द्धिदवित्वादेरुत्पादिका | व्यखजकत्वालुपपत्तेः | तेनाडविधी- 
-यमानत्वात्‌ | शर्ब्दं पति सयोगवत्‌ ). Madhavacaryu gives a simpler 
argument, viz. that the non-eternal Atatgte cannot be ज्ञापक 
of द्वित्व, which, like the quality gave, resides in several 
objects conjointly ; while अपेश्चाञ्चद्धि resides in each object sepa- 
rately, and hence it must be the जनकरेतु of fara : 
importance of this subtle distinction lies in the different 
views of द्वित्व to which it leads. According to one, द्विव 
‘is an independent reality, different from the several unities 
of which it is composed and gen2rated by अपेश्चाञ्जद्धि ; according 
to the other view it is already comprehended in the unities, — 
andis only revealed when several of them are brought 
together. It may be further mentioned that both the. 
notion of duality and its generating cause अपेश्चाञुद्धिं vanish 
away when thvir purpose is served, that is, when the objects — 
are actually perceived as two. As soon as द्वित्वगुणड्द्धि, the 
result of अविश्चाजद्धि, is produced, the latter which lasts for 
three moments only is destroyed, and with its destruction, 
its direct effect, the duality, is also destroyed, and there only ` 
remains the cognition “two dravyas’. The steps follow in 
this order : 1 एकल्वज्ञान : 2 अग्ेश्रा्ञद्धि ; 3 दित्वोत्पत्ति and एकत्वत्तान- 
नाडा ; 4 दित्वज्ञाःन ; 5 द्वित्वगु गव द्धि and अपेश्चाञद्धिनाहा ; and 6 दित- 
arat and द्रव्यञ्द्धि. ‘The reason for this assumed 
destruction of wisi and दित्वड्द्धि ii rather 
technical, being founded on the Vaisesika doctrine 
that all cognitions, being qualities of the all-pervading 
soul, last for three moments only, and are destroyed by the 
generation of theireffects. ‘The student has been led through 
this labyrinth of speculative subtlety in order 40 acquaint 
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him with the exact import of Annaimbhatta’s simple dictum, 
द्वित्वादिकं त॒ सर्वजानित्यमेव, that is, duality and other larger 
numbers are always अनित्य. 


Sror. XXV. परिमाणम्‌. 


Dimension is the ( special and instrumental) cause of 
the common usage of measurement. It resides in the nine 
substances, and is of four kinds: minuteness, largeness, length 
and shortness. 


1. Each of the four kinds of dimension mentioned 
aes above may again be divided into two 
ERE STM: kinds, as मध्यम middling and परम extreme. 
Thus an atom has extreme minuteness, 
which is also technically called = पारिमाण्डल्य ( infini 
simality) from पारमिण्डल a globular atom; a binary has 
मध्यमाणुत्व middling minuteness; Ak@sa has WAHET oF 
विभुन्व all-pervasion; and all tangible objects such as ॐ jar 
have मध्यममहच intermediate greatness. The comparative use 
of these words, as this pearl is minuter or larger than that 
other, is secondary. The distinction between अणु and महत्‌ 
on the one hand and दीर्ध and a= on the other seems to be 
that the first two denote magnitudes of two or three dimen- 
sions, i. e. bulk, while the latter two denote one dimension 
only such as a line. This four-fold division of परिमाण is after 
all rough, many including 744 and दीर्धत्व in amet and 
त्व respectively. As a matter of fact all of them are 
relative terms, and denote different numbers of constituent 
parts or degrees of contact in which they are combined. 
‘qitarm is again divided into नित्य and अनित्य; that residing in 
eternal things as पारिमाण्डल्य and fay being नित्य, (6 and all 
the rest अत्य, afaeraita ot is threefold, HeTaea, पारमाणजन्य 
and Waraeq. For the explanation of these 893 Notes 9 and 
10 on Sect. XIII, pp. 121-3, supra. 
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We: पटो नास्ति we simply get a negative notion, that a jar is ` 


Se no संयोग between two all-pervading things whic 


























Tarka-Samgraha. [ SECT: च T. 
Snct. शा. एयक्त्वन्र 


ralty is the ( special and instrumental ) cause of the 
common usage of one thing being different from another 


1. The definition in the text is rather crude. A_ better 
though a little more abstruse E 

Severalty. 0? प्रथक्त्व is अपोद्धारन्यवहारकारणम्‌ the cause 
of our practice of separating one thing from all the 
rest,' अपोद्धार 18 अपक्तत्यावधिमपेक्ष्य य उद्धारो निधारणम्‌ सः, that is, 
the determination of the identity of one thing by separating 
it from all others. The reason why Tweet is regarded as 
distinct from अन्योन्याभाव 18 that the notions conveyed to 
our mind by the two are of different sorts. When we say — 


not a piece of cloth; while by पराद्धटः प्रथक्‌ we get a positive 
notion that one is quite distinct from the other. Taqeq there- 
fore tells us something more than अन्योन्याभाव, for it not 
only informs us that a jar is not a piece of cloth but also 
that it is a different thing. The importance of this distine- ` 
tion may be illustrated by another example. We can say 
that a jar is 20; the quality of blueness residing in it, but 
we cannot say that it is distinct from it, the two being 
inseparably connected. Similarly we can say that a blac 
unbaked jar is not the same as the red jar when baked, b 
it is 701 प्रथक्‌ from it. Again we cansay दण्डी देवदत्त 15 101 देवदत्त ` 
without a दण्ड, but the two are not distinct persons.’ In 
short प्रथक्त्व is opposed te objective identity of the things, 
while अन्योन्याभाव is to the sameness of their natures प्रथक्त्व ¡8 
a material distinction; अन्योन्याभाव notional only. In the same. 
way Jus can be distinguished from 44rq or वैरिष्च : 


a 
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Sect. XXVH. Sarr. —— 

1. Conjunction is the ( special and instrumental ) cauise of — 
the comnion usage of calling two things united. | 
1, Watt is also defined as the contact of two things that 
were first separate ( अपाप्तयोस्त या पातेः सेव 


Conjunction 
संयोग इरितः 2 ) ; and thérefore there ca 





1 P. B. Ben.. ed. p. 138 
2 ए. P. 114, | | 
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are never apart from each other. संयोग is always ‘ys 
artificial and non-eternal. T. D. divides it into two 
| कर्मज that born of action, and संयोगज that produced 
‘by another conjunction. The contact of the hand with the 
books is of the first kind, because it is produced by the mo- 
tion of the hand, while this contact of the hand with the 
book produces another conjunction, namely that of the body 
with the book, which is therefore GatTa. The कमज संयोग is 
again of two kinds, अन्यतरकमज and wTaaeEun. The instance 
of the first is the contact of the bird with the mountain, in 
which the bird alone moves while the mountain is stationary. 
The examples of the second kind are the meetings of two 
fighting rams, or of two wrestlers, or of twoclouds, where both 
the things move. संयोगज again is two-fold, that of a thing 
just produced, such as the contact of an effect with some- 
thing already connected with its material cause, and that 
of athing previously existing, as the contact of the tree in 
consequence of the contact of the hand and the tree. All 
kinds of contacts are अव्याप्यवृात्ति, that is, cover only ॐ part 
of the thing, and are destroyed either by separation OF des- 
truction of the आश्रय, namely the things connected. 

2. Three Mss. of T. S. insert the word असाधारण after 
उ्यवहार in the definitions of सङ्ख्या, परिमाण, TIFT and संयोग 
but the reading of others that reject it appears to be the 
tight one and has been adopted. Although the qualification 
असाधारण is necessary to exclude universal causes, if can ue: 
and 15 always presumed wherever the words कारण or चंत 
occur as in the definitions of काल and दिक्‌ ; and so there Is 
no need of its express mention. There are also other grounds 
to believe that the word असाधारण did not exist origi nally but 
was supplied by the Digika. The words असाधारणेति पदं दय 17 
the Dinka would of course have been conclusive on the 
point had they been found in all Mss. of the work. het ©. 
however is quite explicit, as it remarks- “S74! PATANATEAS- 

॥ भ त्वलकषणेऽसाधारणपदं दयते । 
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2. The साधारणकारण ( universal cause ) referred to in this — 
and the preceding definitions is defined by 

Universal Causes. प्र, V. as कार्यत्वावच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपितकारणस्‌, — 

which signifies that a universal cause isa — 

cause of all effects as effects, and not as particular products; 
as for instance, a stick is an instrument of ajar because it 
is a jar and not any other thing, while time and space are 
instrumental causes of the same jar because it is a product. 

These universal causes are eight, God, His knowledge, His त 

will, His effort (asnta=zTeaq:), antecedent negation 4 
{ प्रागभाव ), time ( काल ), space ( दिक्छ ) and destiny ( अदृष्ट ) 

comprising both merit and demerit. Some add the absence — 
of counteracting influences ( पतिबन्धकाभाव ) as a ninth 
universal cause. These, being universal causes, are necessa- 
rily implied wherever we speak of a cause or an effect; 

and consequently when a thing is specially mentioned as 8 > 

cause or an effect of another, they are not meant 





91. XXVIII. विभामः 


। 
Disjunction is the quality which destroys conjunction. 

1. Disjunction is not merely the absence of संयोग, in which 
case if would have fallen under Aaa 
Disjunction. and need not have been reckoned as a se 
| parate quality : but it denotes an actual 
separation which produces the destruction of a previous” 
contact, Again by disjunction we denote not the act of sep 
rating which is excluded from the definition by the word शणं 
but the state which immediately results from the act oF 
separation. Hence Annambiatia defines विभाग differently 
and not on the analogy of 4211 as विभत्यवहारक्ारणम्र्‌ 07 ae 
पत्ययकरारणम, asisdoneby Visuandtha. The latter definiti 
being ambiguous may as well denote the statelof being sepa 
asthe actual act of separation. The order of succession 
therefore is alwaysthis: first कम, act of separating, then sep 
ration here called fam, then पूवदेक्ासयोमनारा, and lastly अपर. | 
देडसंयोग. When we remove a jar from one place to another, we 
have an effort to lift it up,-this is the कम; then the jar is li व 

from the ground,—this is fam; then its contact with th 

particular spot is severed,—this is संयोग पाश्च; and lastly it 
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placed on another spot,—this 19 अपरदृङ्ञयोग. Team 15 there- 
fore the cause of and not the same as @armiaig, two trees 
on the opposite banks of a river have always remained apart, 
‘ut there has never been an actual separation of them. विभाग 
has the same varieties as सयोग, and the examples also are 
similar, namely, कमज ( subdivided into उभवकर्मज and अन्यतर- 
कर्मज } 270 विभागजविभाग. There is however a difference of 
opinion as to the last between the Vaisesikas and the 
Nuiyayikus proper, the latter not recognizing विभागजविभाग 
at all The instance of a विभागजाबिभाग is हस्ततरुवि भागात्‌ काय- 
aefaurt: separation of the body from the tree, consequent 
upon the removal of the hand from the tree. Here the 
separation of the body is not directly caused by the motion 
of the hand because the two things (किभाय and हस्त क्रिया) reside 
in different receptacles, viz.the bod y.andthe hand respec tively, 
while there is no motion in the body itself which might 
cause the separation. This argument by which the 
necessity of recognizing a विभागजविभाग is sought to be proved 
is founded on the axiom that the motion of a part is not the 
motion of the whole ( as we see in ॐ stationary revolving 
wheel) and so the motion of the hand 18 not itself the motion 
of the body. विभागजविभाग 18 also divided into two kinds, 
कारणमाच्रविभागज and कारणाकारणविभागज, for which however see 
Sarv. D. 6. Cale, ed. p. 107. 
इष्टा, XXIX, परत्वापरत्वे 
Posteriority and priority are the ( special and instrumental } 
causes of the common usage of the words pasterior and prior, 
They residein the four ( substances ), earth, etc. and the mind. 
They are twofold, caused by space and time. The pos'erioriuy 
caused by space is in the remofe, and priorily 80 cru sed १ 
in the near. Postertority caused by tims is in the elcer, and 
priority so caused isin the younger. 
1. Posteriority and priority may also b2 designated re- 
ae, moteness and proximity respectively. 
० y and 805 mace qualities reside in the first four 
substances, because they are the only 
corporeal and non-eternal substances having a limited dr 
ee ce ee aS 
1 See verse quoted in Note 3 of Sect. XXIII p. 159 supra. 


^ 



















168 Tarka-Samgraha. ( SECT. Xxx, 


mension. Mind, being corporeal, possesses only one kind 
of priority and posteriority, namely that made by space, दि त, 
but uot the other caused by time, as mind is eternal. The last 
four substances remaining are both eternal and incorporeal 
and cannot therefore have any kind of परत्व or अपरत्व. Really 
speaking परत्व and अपरत्व are nothing more than relations of | 
corporeal things to time and space, expressed in the form 
of qualities for the purpose of marking their varying degrees, 


= च 


षा, XXX, अशा. गुरुत्वम्‌, वत्वम्‌, 

avity is the non-intimate cause of the first fall, and reside 
tn earthand water. | 
Fluidity is the non-intimate cause of the first flow, residing” 
in earth, water and light. It is two-fold, natural and 
aritficial. a 

















` # The definitions of Gravity and Fluidity are analogous, 
। त one being called‘ the non-intimate cause 
Sie Nee of the first Wok oF falling,’ and the other 
‘a like cause of the first act of flowing.” 
The word आथ is inserted in both definitions to exclu : 
velocity ( वेग ) which is the non-intimate cause of the secc 
and all subsequent acts of falling or flowing. As a matt 
of fact, falling and flowing are essentially the same acts, 
078 being the coming down of a solid from a higher un 
while the other is the same act in a fluid ; but the Naiyayi- ` 
kas do not seem to have realized this. They do not 
also seem to have known the dynamical theory of falling 
bodies, as is clear from their calling मरुत्व the cause of the । 
first falling only, while it isin fact the cause of every act 
of falling. The confusion of the:'two meanings of ‘he 
word Wea, viz. weight and he aviness, is already noticeda 
commented upon. a 


2. Fluidity is of two kinds, natural-as that of water, and 
artificial as that of malted ghee. The?distinction between ae 
सिद्धेक and saree saa, thouzh spoken of as inherent eal 
absolute, seems to have 1630 made to indicate the fact thai 

ome things remain fluid at normal.temperature and others 


(> 
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1See Note 3 on Sect. IV p. 85, Supra. 
„ श । 
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not. Those of. the first kind such as water are said to pos- 
sess natural fluidity, while others requiring the applitacion 
of additional heat have artificial fluidity only The solidity 
of snow and hail which are forms of wate: is exceptional 
and hence does not affect the proposition. 

8. Unlike gravity, fluidity is assumed in light also, 
namely, in melted gold and other metals, while the gravity 
ofthe metals is ascribed to earthy portion in them. It 
might be urged that, following the analogy of gravity, even 
_ -the fluidity of metals can be attributed to some watery por- 
क० in them ; but this cannot be, says the Veisestka, for 
in that case it would be सांसिद्धिक, while the fluidity of 
etals is really नेमित्तिकं only. Again why cannot the same 
earthy portion, which accounts for the gravity of metals, 
also account for 1४8 नैमिन्तिक द्रवःव ? This is also not possible 
for the fluidity of metalsis of a different kind, being अनु 
च्छियमान (indestructible) even by the श of ex- 
treme heat, while that of earthy substances is उच्छिद्म न- 
Light in the form of meta!s must therefore be regarded as 
having a peculiar fluidity of its own. | 


=-= अ 


उप्र, KAMAL, स्नेहः. 
“ Viscidily 11111110. 


trumental ) cause of the agglwtination\of powders and १९२१८९७ im 


water only.’’ | 4 
1. The viscidity found in oil, milk and other such earthy 
substances is of course due to the watery 
Viscidity. portion in them. How can oil, says an 
objector, inflame fire if there is water In 
it, while water itself extinguishes fire? Here too, the 
Vaisesika is ready with his explanation, viz. asta तत्प्रकषा- 
esaettazeat Oil hastens fire because it has a greater 
amount of viscidity than pure water. It is not explained 
however whence this greater viscidity in oil comes if it is 
due to water alone. ` पिण्डीमाव means thickening or concen- 
tration. It is the peculiar combination whi ch holds parti- 
cles of powder together. ‘The reason why this पिण्डीभाव 
requires a special quality स्नेह and cannot be attributed to 

1. B. P. 156, a 
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वत्व is that melted gold which possesses fluidity cannot 
form lumps of powders. N. ए. however, quite appositely 
vemarks that liquid water is alone the real cause, while solid — 
water such as hail and ice is incapable of agglutinating par- 
‘icles. The fact is that the modern scieitific theory of 
~olecular attraction and regulsion which induced the taree i 
states of solid, liquid and gaseous in all matter was hard] 

nown to Indian physicists, and hence they were often leé 
into giving fantastic explanations of ordinary phenomena. 7 

ग. D., प. ए, 3710 8. ¢. say that the propriety of the word 

sot in thedefinition of agis to exclude time etc. ; but this does 
not seem correct, as time and other universal causes are 
already excluded by interpreting हतु as असराघारणहतु Vio 
explains the word as excluding चूण, but this is also incor- 
rect, since चूण can be excluded by taking हतु in the sense of 
नियित्त कारण as it has been hitherto taken. It appears more वि 
reasonable to understand गुण as excluding the aci of aggluti- 
nating which is also the special and instrumental cause of 
पिण्डाभाव. Hence either the line कालादा etc. in T. D., : 
is retained in this edition because it isfound in all copies, — 
is interpolated by some one who failed to understand the 
text or Annambhatta deliberately used the word हेतु here in 
a narrower sense than previously. Probably he borrowed 
the definition from a more ancient work, without determin— 
ing accurately the propriety of each word,' 


Secor. XXXIIL चाह 

Sound is the quality which is apprehended by the sense of — 
hearing, and resides in ether alone. It is tw3-fold, inarli- 
culate or noise and urticulate or words, The noise is (heard) tn. 
drums ele, while words appearin the form of Sanskrit language — 
1. Besides the two-fold division in the text, the T. D. gives 

: another three-fold division of sound, mak- 
Sound. inginallsix varieties of it (The latter 
three divisions are: 1 संयोगज, born of 

conjunction, such as the sound of a drum produced by the 
contact of the stick or hand with the drum; 2 विभागज, born 
of disjunction, such as the sound produced by splitting 
bamboo-stick ; and 3 जब्दज born of sound, such as alk 
subsequent sounds which are produced from the first one.) the first one.) 
1 P.B. Ren, ed 266 ३ 
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2 A more elaborate division of sound is the following -— 











ञाब्दः 
॥ 
Sh eee 
1 | 
aieede अदब्द्धिहेत॒कः 
| 8. ¢. मेधादिङ्ञाब्दः 
[~ न~ 
| | 
स्वाभाविकः क्{ल्पानेक 
र ~~ - 
| | 
वायादिश्व्दः गीतिरूपः वणौत्मकः 
। 
बह 
सार्थक TIE 
lee 
a 
Tarte: अचमाणिकः 
== = 
| र | 
लौकिकः वेदिकः 


And so on. The articulate sound will be treated further on 
under ङब्दधमाण ( Sect. 59-63. ). 
3. The शब्दज शब्द्‌ is recognized to account for the fact that 
न sound can be heard at any distance from 
of sound. yatheory {716 place where it is first produced. There 
are only two senses which apprehend their 
objects at a distance, namely, sight and hearing. Of these 
the eye is supposed to go outside to the object, and carry 
back its impression to the mind. But the organ of hearing 
being of the nature of all-pervading Akasa cannot move 
श्रो or organ of hearing is defined as the Akasa which is कर्ण- | 
शष्कुल्यवच्छिच्, ?. e. the portion ot ether limited and severed 
from the rest of the Akaéa by the cavity of the ear. Evidently 
श्रोत्र cannot go outof the ear-cavity by which it is conditioned, 
for as soon as it goes out it will be no #14 put common ether. 
As the organ of hearing cannot go ४0 its object, it 16. 
necessary that the object should reach the ear, so that anyhow 
the two may come into contact. But the sound which is 
produced in that portion of Akasa which is immediately in 
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contact with the drum is distant from the ear and cannot it- 
self travel to the ear, being, as a qu ality,,inseparably co nnect- 
ed with a definite portion of the Akasa. Besides it is a doc- 
trine of the Natyayikas that sound is अनित्य and cannot last 
for more than a few moments. This first sound therefore is 

Supposed to produce a second similar sound in the next piece = 
of Akasa, and this second a third ; and so on, until the train 1 
reaches the portion of Akasa confined in the ear, that is, the 
ओत. It is this last sound produced in the aTaretar that is । 
directly perceived by the organ of hearing, and as it is the % 
last of a series generated by the first sound, it is called ज्ञब्दज. 

So far this th eory of sound is accepted by all Natyayikas, $ 





but there is a slight difference of opinion as tu the mode in 























which sound travels or rather propagates its species, Some, — 
applying the analogy of ocean-waves (बा चीतरङ्गन्याय), say that ह 
the series of sounds travels in a straight line in one direchion 4 
only, namely from the drum direct to the ear. Others apply 
the analogy of a कदम्ब flower (कदम्बगोटकन्याय), the filaments : 1 
of which shoot round about in all directions: and so they 
say that sound travels not in one direction only but in | 
directions, that is, innumerable series of sounds start from 
the central point where it was first produced, and go in every 
direction. The simple fact that the sound of a drum is ` 
heard on all sides and not in one direction only is enough to 
prove that the latter analogy is nearer the truth than the 
former. The whole ot the above theory of sound is very 
crude and faulty owing to the inveterate habit of Indian — 
philosophers to indulge in speculations in matters that can 
be known only by actual obser vation or experiments, They did — 
not Know that {1167681 Organ of hearing is the tympanum in the’ 
ear which has a closer si Milarity with thed rum than with the 
Akasa, while the fact of the sound being carried by air by ` 
means of successive undulations of air-particles was also 
undreamt of. Instead of investigating the nature of sound — 
in such practical directions, the Naiyayikas exhausted their = ` 
energies in discussing whether sound was eternal or non-— 
eternal. The pros and cons as well as the importance of 
this last controversy in Indian philosophy will be noticed 
later on. 
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Sgcr. XXXIV. ote. 


Cegnition is the ( special and intrumental ) cause of 


all communication or interccurse, and tt is knowledge. Itis 
twofold, remembrance and apprehension. Remembrance is 
| produced from mental impression alone. Knowledge 
other than remembrance is apprehension. 
1. Cognition is the proper equivalent for aig as used in 
कः the Nyadya system. Ballantyne translates 
न af by ‘ understanding, ’ and Roer by 
‘intellect ;" but both renderings are 
-wrong. The word बुद्धि is capable of having three meanings:—Ist 
` -¢he act of knowinz, which may be called * understanding; 
2ndly the instrument of knowedge which is ` intellect,’ and 
3rdly the product of the act of knowing, which is ‘cognition. 
It is in this last sense thatthe word is invariably used in 
Nyaya and Vaigesika philosophies. This should be quite 
lear from the mention of बुद्धि among the qualities, that is, 
as a property of the soul. A cognition is undoubtedly such 
-& property; while undersianding is an act, and intellect, being 


an instrument of knowledge, is a substance, and is identified 
by Naiyayikas with mind. Other schools of philosophers | 


such as the Samkhyas and the Vedantins designate डद्धि as an 
elemental thing under the name महन च् and divide it into 


several faculties performing different functions, namely, 


अहंकार and तःकरण. According to them, therefore, ate is om 
instrument of knowledge; but their doctrine is emphatically 
repudiated by Naiyaykus who regard इद्धि asa quality of 
the soul and capable of being perceived, while the direct 
instrumentality of knowledge is assigned to mind which 


being atomic is imperceptible. Hence in the definition given 


in the text इद्धि 18 said to be knowledge itself, and not an 
instrument of knowledge. वन्य 
2. . व्यवहार is as V. V. rightly defines it, इवोधयिषापूवकवाक्व- 


अयोगः , utterance of words for the purpose of communicating | 


ideas, and not आहारविहारादिः as S. C. has it, for the latter is 
too wide and would include involuntary actions, such as 


walking in sleep; which are not prompted by ledge. 


Briefly speaking, इद्धि is a property of the soul Pala 

prompts articulate language; or, in other words, it is hought 

clothed in inte!ligible words. This invariable asso association of 
„> ~ = 
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बुद्धि and व्यवहार makes the above definition too narrow, ‘inas- * ` 
much as it does not apply to निविल्पज्ञान or mere sensation, 
which is a species of cognition, but which can never be 
expressed by articulate language. प्र. प्र, therefore modifies 
the definition into तादङात्यवहारजनकतावच्छेदकजातिमच्वम्‌, that is, 
cognition is the quality having that जाति which characterizes _ 
the efficient cause of the above kind of व्यव्हार. Thus निर्वि- 
कल्पज्ञान, though itself not व्यकहारहेतु, has the जाति जद्धित्व which 


differentiates the उयवहारहेतु. ` १ 


3. The definition of बुद्धि given in the text is in many re- 
spects more convenient in practice than ॥ 
scientifically accurate. The व, 7). there- 
fore supplies a better definition, जानामीतय- 
चन्यवसायगम्यज्ञानत्वस. Cognition is said to be that knowledge 

( ज्ञान ) which becomes the subject ( गम्य ) ‘of the conscious— ` ; 
ness ( अचुव्यवसाय ) having the form ‘I know:’ This requires. _ 
a little explanation. Perceptive knowledge. according to । 
Nyaya is acquired by going through three successive steps, 
viz इन्दरियसंनिकष, तान and अनुव्यवसाय. When an object like 
jar is brought before us. our organ of sight first comes into 
contact with it, and carries an image of the object to the 
mind which conveys it to the soul. This organ is called the 
अत्यक्षप्रमाण, efficient cause of perception. This image is then 
converted into a cognition or बुद्धि having the form अयं घटः 
‘this is a jar.’ This cognition ( चरज्ञान ) again being a 
property of the soul, the Ego becomes चटज्ञानवान, which 
when combined with the ever present अहंकार ‘ Lam, ’ results 
into the compound consciousness, घटत्तानवानहमास्मि or घटमहं 
जानामि ‘ I know a jar. ` This last consciousness is called अलु- 
व्यवसाय because it always follows व्यवसाय or simple cognition. 
Hence the cognition ‘This is a jar’ ( अयं घटः ) is said to 
become the subject matter of the consciousness ‘I know.’ ` 
The peculiarity of this definition consists in the fact that 
other scholastics, such as the Samkhyus and the Veddntins, — 
do not recognize the cognition HT चट: to be the गम्पज्ञन of a 
further अनुव्य साय, but zive the name cognition to अनुत्यवसरूाव 
itself. The detinition thus states a pectiliar doctrine of 


ther definitions. 



















4, Another noteworthy definition of बुद्धि given in the 
S 
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Sapta-Padarthi of Sivadityacarya is आत्माश्रयः प्रकाहाः, which 
the commentator Jinavardhana explains, अज्ञानाधकारतिरस्कार- 
कारकसकल्पदार्थस्याधपरकाडाकः TANT इव देदीप्यमानो यः saat: सा बुद्धिः, 
knowledge is of the nature of light because it dispels the 
darkness of ignorance and illuminates all objects to the 
mind’s eye. The epithet आत्माश्रयः means residing in the 
soulas a property, and explains Annambhatta's definition 
of आत्मा as ज्ञानाधिकरणम्‌, द्धि and Ata being of course synony” 
mous. Pragastapada defines a@ merely by giving उपल न्धि, 
ज्ञान and प्रत्यय as its synonyms.’ | 


5. The wording of the definition in four copies is differ- 
Readi ; ent, being Saad ate: instead of ‘Rqare- 
eading discus- = ^ t . | 4 
sed. जानम ; while two other copies add खण 
after ga: quite unnecessarily. The inter- 

change of ज्ञानं and arg: has an important bearing on the 
right understanding of the definition ; for the other read- 
ing is not only ambiguous, but is likely to mislead some: 
into taking इद्धि to be only one species of knowledge which 
18 व्यषहारहेतुः. As a matter of fact ज्ञान is an independent ` 
predicate of ञ्ुद्धि intended to describe the exact nature of 
cognition, and probably also to exclude the possibility of 
बुद्धि being mistaken for the act or the instrument of know- 
ledge. It contradicts according to 8. C. the doctrine of 
Samkhyas that बुद्धि or AEWA 15 a material element, produced. 
from प्रक्काति and identical with अन्तःकरण the instrument of 
knowledge. One copy of T. D. inserts कालादावतिव्यातिवारणाय 
ज्ञानमिति, but that is incorrect, as time etc. are excluded by 
taking #q as असाधारणेतु. Another propriety of the word 
ज्ञान noticed by S. C., viz., that बुद्धि here does not mean 
excess of knowledge, as 17 expressions like ञ्द्धिमान देवदत्तः, 18 
rather far-fetched. The expression is borrowed from Go- 
tama’s aphorism, उद्धिरुपलाध्य्ञानिभित्यनथान्तरम and is probab-- 
ly used as ahint to the student that Gotama's psychology 
and logic are easily reconcilable with the system of Va-- 
$€ अ व padarthas adopted in this book. Whatever may be- 
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1 ए. ए. Ben. ed, p. 171. 
2 G.8.1,1,15. , 
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“the case it Is evident that in this and in all the following 
“sections of the book treatinz of the kinds and proofs 

knowledge the author is a consistent follower of Gotama. 
‘rather than of Kan@da, and has attempted with consider- ` 
-@ble success to incorporate the Nyadya doctrine of proots 
with the Vaisesika system of padarthas. 


6. Cognition is oftwo kinds, remembrance and appre- 
eo hension. Remembrance is defined as the — 
Divisions of cog- d Aah ia tal 4a 
onition. knowledge which is born of a mental > 
pression alone ( संस्कार). This संस्कार 18. 
that particular kind of it, which is called सावता and which 
is defined further on (Sect. 75 ) as being born of apprehen- _ 
-sion and causing remembrance. ‘So भावनासेस्कार is properly 
speaking the operation ( 5 41प।र , which comes into existence, ` 
between the product स्छृति, and its cause अनुभव. उपपि 
is defined as तज्जन्यत्वे सति तज्जन्यनङः, that is, an inter-_ 
mediate operation born of the cause and producing the thing _ 
which is the effect of that cause, उपार is therefore a sort — 
` Of intermediate link between the € 09९ and its cause, which 
Often, as in this case of Zit, is separated by 9 great. 
interval of time. ) 


¢ The insertion of Ar in the definition of स्मृति has । een 
Date sharply criticised, and as strongly defend- 
^~ ^ of ed. The word, it is said, excludes पत्यभिज्ञा मि ai 
(reminiscence ) which is produced b 
संस्कार but not by it alone, as a direct perception of tt 
object is alsoan operating cause in it. The difference between 
“Seat and स्ति consists in the presence or absence 
the thing recollected. When a man, for instance, who has 
“Seen an elephant with a driver on its back, sees either th 
elephant or the driver alone,and at once remembers the other 
one, his knowledge is said to be remembrance, and is solely 
due to the impression that had been left on his mind 
since he saw the elephant with a driver on its back 
The thing which brings back to the mind the memor, 
of the absent object by the law of association is called tt 
उद्धोधक ( reviver ) of that संस्कार, In पत्यभिज्ञा ( reminiscence । | 
‘the object recollected is actually before our eyes, and ` 1९. 
~movelty of the knowledge only consists in the identity of the” 
^~ 
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object now perceived with someone previously seen, as when: 
on seeing दवदत्त one recollects that it is the same दवदत्त whom 
one saw before. Here the actual perception of दवदत्त is as- 
much the cause of knowledge as the impression left on the- 


mind by a former perception: and hence पत्याभेज्ञा is not AtENA-- 


aa but चत्यश्चसदकतसंस्कारजन्य. Several copies of T. S. and 
T. D. omit Ara in the definition in the text as well as the- 
sentence 77 T. D. referring to it. S.C. appears to have had 
both readings before him as he expressly prefers the one- 
with ara. Other writers omit Ara from the definition on 
the ground that even without it the definition does not cover 
प्रत्याभन्ञा because there the immediate cause of the प्रत्याभिन्ञा is. 
not the previous impression, but the remembrance of the 
identity of the thing ( तन्ना = देवदत्ता ) which is produced from 
संस्कार. ' In 8 remembrance the impression is the immediate- 
cause, while in a reminiscence the impression produces re- 
membrance of identity, and then this remembrance of simple- 
identity produces the reminiscence that that identity resided 
in the object actually seen.) Thus प्रत्याभित्ता 15 not संस्कारजन्य ` 
at all, and hence ala is unnecessary. Nilakantha answers. 
this argument by simply remarking that the cause of परत्याभज्ञा 
is the impression of idertity and notan intermediate remem- 
brance. Another objection to the definition is that it is: 
असं श्रत and will not cover even t#fa whichis not सस्कारमाच्र ` 
जन्या but अजभवजन्या also: but the असभव can be removed’ 
either by taking जन्य in the sense of साश्चाज्नन्य or by constru- 
ing the definition, as Nilakaniha remarks, to mean  चक्चुराय- 
जन्यत्वे सति ( and not संस्काराजन्यतवे साति ) संस्कारजन्यत्वस्‌.. As to 
संस्कारध्वस which is also संस्कारमा्रजन्य itis excluded by तान. 


8. The author defines Hauq as ‘all knowledge other than. 
remembrance, i. ९, all cognitions which are 
, newly acquired and are not repetitions of 
former ones. The negative definition of अचुभव in the text is 
due to the fact that अनुभव is a simple ultimate operation of 
the mind which is at the bottom ofall other mental opera- 
tions, including-even the act of defining. Besices a defini- 
tion uf gua is really unnecessary as by simply excluding tate 
Ce See 


1 T. k. Bom. ed. Pp: 6. 


Apprehension. 
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for the residuum, that is Hgwa. This and the subseque: 
divisions and sub-divisions of इद्धि are according to the 
system of Gofama. The Vaisesika division is slightly 
different and may therefore be profitably compared with that 
given in the text. Prasasfapada divides and subdivides 
ate as follows :—-' 


ड्ध 
| 
| | 
विया अविद्या 
॥ 
i Sa ति । विय a nace 
अत्यक्च sige wt am संशाय fae स्वप्न॒ अनध्यवसाय 
or _ ण 
` अअनिन्द्रियज 
इन्द्रियज 


त 
swistta अस्ज्ञीय 


——_ 








sees निक 


Of these लिङ्गिक is inference, while arg which isa kind of 
isthe supernatural perception of Yogins. Others can be easily 
identified with their corresponding varieties given in the te 


५ 


9. The three words af, अनुभव and स्ष्रति are rendered — 
ee English by ` cognition, ’‘ apprehension 
Pagiish terms. and ‘remembrance,’ because they are their `| 
nearest equivalents ; but the meanings 0 
‘the last tworequire to be clearly defined. Remembrance, re- 
collection, and reminiscence, for instance, are analogous but 
easily distinguishable. Remembrance is an idea which recurs = | 
to the mind without the operation of an external objact om 
the sensory nerve, and is thus opposed to pereception; while 
becomes recolection, if it is sought after and found with 
difficulty and effort.’ स्मरति is remembrance as above defined — 
and probably includes recollection also, as Naiyayikas do 


--= - ~ गि 











1 P. B. Ben. ed. p. 172.. et. seq. 
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not seem to make a distinction between aspontaneous andan 
artificial recollection. Remembrance as above defined may 
seem to be concerned with impressions gained from perception 
only; but there is no reason why a former inference treasur- 
ed up in mind or an impression produced from a previous 
‘remembrance should not be remembered as well; and hence 
` स्मृति properly speaking is general and comprehendsall impres- 
sions however originally derived. Reminiscence isthe act by 
which we endeavour to recall and re-unite former states of 
consciousness, and is a kind of reasoning by which we 
ascend from a present consciousness to a former one. This is 
akin to yeqtaat. Apprehension is the simple knowledge of a 
fact, andis an act or condition of the mind in which it 
receives a notion of any object.2 Simple apprehension is 
again divided into two kinds, incomplex and complex, which 
respectively correspond to Naiydyika निविकल्पक and सविकल्पक 
ज्ञान. This is not exactly the अनुभव of Nyaya, but it is very 
near it. Cognition is knowledge in its widest sense, embracing 
sensation, perception, conception and notion. According 
to Kant, cognition 18 the determined reference of certain 
representations to an object; that is, to cognize is to refer ॐ 
perception to an object by means of a conception. A dog 
knows his master. but does not cognize him, because it has 
not the faculty of forming a mental conception of the mas- 
ter. An absent-minded man sees an object, but does not 
cognize it because his mind is not working to form a notion 
of the object.’ The Naiydyikas expressed this idea by saying 
that in an अनुभव, the property of the external object must 
become the प्रकार of the corresponding cognition. 


ee Ee eee 
1 Locke : Essay on Human Understanding, Bk If. e+ 19. 
2 Whately : Logic, Bx. IL. ch. L. see, 1. | 
3 Haywood ; Critique of Pure = p. 593. 
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| SEcT, XXXV. अनुभवः. 7 
Tt (apprehension) is twofold: true and false. The true onets 


~ 










the appreheasicn of a thing having an attribute as po ¢ 
that attribute and itts called (वादं , the false one 2 
apprehension of a thing not having «un attribute as possessing thal 
attrihute, €. g. knowledge of silver in a conch-shell. ४ 
. 1. Apprehension is divided into right (यथार्थ) and wrong 
(अयथार्थ), the first being usually called 
पमा and the second अप्रमा. ( Tarargua is a 
correct apprehension in which the 
ebject is cognized as it is ( यथाभूतो ऽर्थो यस्मिन सः). It is : 
defined तद्वति तत्कारकः which may be paraphrased as तदरद्विजे- 
ष्यकस्तत्थकारकः, that is apprehension of a certain object pos 


Apprehens!on, 























sessing an attribute as possessing that attribute.) हि 
2. The words विरोषण, ater and प्रकार should be carefully 


Bg 

| = noted as they constantly occur in Nyaye 
विशोषण, विशेष्य ~=—s works. When we see an object, the obj णः 
and यकार, becomes the विष्य of our knowledge, while 
the characteristic, which distinguishes that object and makes — 
it what it is, is called the प्रकार of the same knowledge. Thu 
in the cognition, अयं घटः, घट the object of the cognition is 
the विजञेष्य, while घटत्व, the distinguishing property of घट, is 
the प्रकार of the corresponding cognition. Hence the cogni 
tion अय घटः is defined as घटत्ववद्धटविाष्यक-घटत्वपकारक, that is, 
one which has a jar possessing the attribute jar-ness for its” 
object (शोष्य ), apd has घटत्व for its special characte. ic 
( पकार ). The use of this two-fold terminology is that whil / 
the faster describes the form of the cognition, धकार distin । 
guishes it from similar cognitions, as for instance Weata from ` 


टन्ञान, There is a similar distinction between वेषण and 
प्रकार When we see a नीटघट, the quality of नील becomes a 
अकार of the cognition of the blue jar, while the same quality 
blueness is a रबेजञेषण of the jar itself. Similarly in the ९0 
nition अव घटः, घटत्व is the rastqur of घट and the भकार of घटज्ञान. ` 
विङोषण is the Property ofa material object, while प्रकार is the 
property of knowledge, ह 

3. The definition of पमा-तद्धाति तत्प्रकार कोऽनभवः-- ८87) ther 
fore be paraphrased into घटत्ववद्धिरोधष्यक-घटत्व- ` 
पकारकोऽचुमवः which in simple language 
means that in right apprehension tha 


= 


ma 
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same characteristic which marks the object must also be 
the distinguishing property of its notion. Hence V. V. 
remarks सपत्तम्पर्थो [विशेष्पत्वम्‌, meaning that the locative तद्राति 
denotes that the thing (7. €. घट ) possessing तत्‌ (i.e Wear) 
is the object ( विज्ञेय ) of the apprehension, which has the 
same तत्‌ for its पकार. All thiscan be briefly expressed by 
saying that right apprehension is the knowledge of an 
object as it really exists. The opposite of thisis अप्रमा, 
namely, the cognition of a property ( तत्मकारकः ) in a thing 
which does not possess that property ( अतद्राति ). The cog- 
nition of silver—ness, in a thing which is silver is Tat; while 
the same cognition of silver-ness, if made ina mother-o’ pearl, 
which 15 nof silver, becomes waar. The use of the quali- 
fication agta in the definition of SAT 18 made apparent ina 
combined knowledge of two or more things. Suppose we 
perceive घट and पट simultaneously and together, but in- 
stead of cognizing चरर as घट and पट as पट we take घर to be पट 
and vice versa. Here we have a knowledge which has both 
चट and पट for its objects ( विष्य ) and also घटत्व and परत्व 
for its properties ( प्रकार ) ; butit is not ॐ प्रमा because चरत्व- 
Wart belongs to the part-cognition which is पटबिरोष्यक and 
vice versa. Hence the necessity of saying that the know- 
iedge must be तन्पकारक्छ with reference to the object itself (तद्वति). 


4. A very subtle objection to the definition is suggested 
and answered by D. The definition 

Some objections. applies to a cognition of FJ when we can 
interpret तदति as धटत्वाधिकरणे ; but it can 

not apply to a cognition of घटत्व itselfas residing ina चट, 
for चटत्व is not the अधिकरण of घट or any other thing; so the 
expression agia is meaningless in this case,and the defini- 
tion will be अन्यात्र. The difficulty can be avoided by tak- 
ing तद्वति to. mean aaa, so that as धट 18 the afaret of 
घटत्व सम्बन्ध, so घटत्व is the अआधिक्ररण of Weataeg and the defi- 
nition comprehends both. Similarly the definition of अपमा 
is too wide as 1४ will apply even toa right cognition, ‘This is 
in union.’ For conjunction being a partial ( अच्याप्यदात्ते ) 
property, the same thing is always संयोगवत्‌ as well as 
सयोगाभाववत्‌ ; and a cognition इदं संयोगि will be both भमा as 
well as अवमा. But this is not so,forin a wrong cognition 
the knowledge is cbtained from a part where there isa 
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negation of संयोग, while in a right cognition the ‘is 
known to be on the part having संयोग. Again although a 
resides in another by संयोग and not समवाय, its ab nite 
negation subsisting on the same substratum by समः प 
does not make it a wrong cognition. 


_ All this scholastic subtlety does not lessen even a bit the 
inherent ambiguity of the definitions. The practical १108; salt र 
15, which of the many properties of a thing is denoted by 
तत्‌, and is therefore tobe taken as the test of right app ‘ehen- 
sion. That they are the घटत्व of घट and पटत्व of Gz will of course ` 
be the prompt reply ; but do चहत्व and पटत्व, it may ba asked, — 
convey any definite ideas apart from घट and पट ? Wecan 10 ` 
understand घटत्व or पटत्व unless we first know what चट 0 
पट 18. How can then घटत्व or पटत्व become the test of judg- 
ing the validity of the knowledge of az or पड! Tt is said 
that we see a Ye truly when we observe चटत्व in it, but 
properly speaking we cannot see घटत्व in the thing 25 
we have first recognized the thing tobe wz, It is not 
easy to overcome this dilem ma, a 


ॐ. Other philosophers such as the Sadmkhyas and th 
_Vedantins reject the Nyaya definitions and define पभा a: 
अनधिगत।बाधितार्थविषयत्वम, a cognition having for its object | 
a thing that was not apprehended before and that 
never contradicted. अनधिगत excludes स्मरति and may be 
omitted if the definition is to apply to both right appre- 
hension and right remembrance. स्ति also, according to 
Annaindhatia ( see Sect. 65 infra), is divisible into gard and भ 
अयथा, though its val idity depe nds on other reas ons; but ` 
according to some Naiyayikas स्ति is of one kind only. AS । 
to the three kinds of HrTaaigagz see Sect. LXIV and notes 
thereon. There is no reason why the follow ing four division 
of भ्रमा should not also be applicable to a7arajzaq. Thus — 
there may bea wrong perceptive knowled ge owing to defect of 

| 06 Causes, ora wrong judgment due to fallacious — 
reasoning, or a false anslogy,ora misunderstan ling of words 


ae a ` 
- छ 4 । | + च 


ll 


। - 
| | 
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411 these, it seems, will fall under the second division of 
अयथार्थ, namely, विपर्यय, unless of course they have the ad- 
ditional characteristics of संज्ञाय and तक. 





Sect, XXXVI. अचुभवमभेदाः. 


Right apprehension is divided into four kinds: Percept, 
Judgment, Analogy and verbal knowledge. The instruments 
of these are also four, namely: Perception, Inference, Com- 
parison and Word or Language. 


1. The superiority of Sanskrit terminology is proved 
here by the fact that exceptin the case of 
०५4 apprehension प्रत्यस्च the same root supplies two distinct 
a3 of four kinds. ४ ~ 
and appropriate names, one for the instru- 
ment, and the other for the result of knowledge, while in 
English we are often obliged to employ the same term for 
both. Even in Sanskrit much confusion often results from 
the ambiguous use of the word पन्यश्च for both knowledge 
and its instrument. I have therefore borrowed some new 
terms from English logic, so as to provide different names 
for each of these. Perception is commonly applied to 
+ knowledge, its instrument, as well as the act of knowing ; 
+ but I have restricted it to the instrument only, or rather 
the instrument in the act of knowing; while a new term 
Percept is used on the authority of Max-Miiller to denote 
the particular notion acquired by perc2ption. ' The act of 
reasoning is denoted by Jnference, while the conclusion ॥ 
reached is called Judgment, which according to Mansel is 
“a combination of two concepts related to one or more 
ommon objects of possible intuition. *” उपमित and उपमान 
316 respectively rendered by Analogy and Comparison, the ¶ 
latter denoting the act of establishing similarity between । 
two things, while the former implies the similarity so 
established. There is no appropriate name for सान्दुान, 
“ authority ' and tradition * which are sometimes employed 





——E———E—— EE 





1 Max-Millor: Science of Thought ए. 20. 
2 Mansel: Prologom. Log. p. 60. । 
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meaning quite different things. Verbal Knowledge and 
Word are therefore used for शाब्दु्ान and राव्द्‌ respectively,’ ` 


2. The four varieties of TAT as well as their instrumen 
will be defined and explained 1 
What is Pramana. प्र it will be useful first to examine 
general nature of प्रमाण. The aim 
Nyaya as that of all sciences being the attainment of tr 
a knowledge of ‘ proofs’ by which that truth is to be known 
is necessary, according to the maxim मानाधीना मेयसिद्धिः 
° knowledge of the thing to be measured depends on a know- 
ledge of the measure.’ When we have once determined the 
nature and limits of valid proofs, it is comparatively easy to 
arrive at true knowledge by employing those proofs pro- 
perly ; or rather the latter function, being beyond the pro. 
vince of any art or science, may be left to the judgment and 
capacity of each individual. The greater part of Nyaya 
writings is therefore devoted toa consideration of these 
proofs, and many controversies have raged respecting them | 
among rival systematists. The number of proofs has varied 
greatly with different schools from one to nine, and all of 
them have been equally tenacious in holding to their ~ ` 
vourite theories. Annambhatia follows Gofama in recognizt 3 
four proofs,’ but the assignment of each to the four divi 
si of प्रमा respectively seems to be his own im € 
ment. प्रमाण ( परमीयत.ऽननेति ) 15 definedin T. 7. as प्रमाकरणम,. ` 
“the instrument of right apprehension’ ; but the definition i 
rather vague, and inapplicable in those cases where ‘he 
proofs, though perfectly valid in themselves, lead to wrong 
knowledge owing to extrinsic causes. 


॥ > 


3. (The definition given by the author is according to 
ome imperfect, as it mentions only one function of @ 
proof, namely, प्रमाजनकत्व ` production of पमा ), and does nob 
comprehend its other पि7९४1 07, प्रमात्वज्ञापकत्व ( determinati 
of the validity of the Tat). Another and a somewhat more 
accurate definition is साधनाश्चयाव्यातिरिक्तत्वे सति पमाव्याप्तम,° ‘proot 
is that which is always followed by right apprehension(9#™) 


+ 


1G. 8. 1,1, 3. 


2 Sarv, D. Cale. ed. p. 110 
q 
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and is united with the appropriate organ and the receptacle of 
knowledge, viz. soul. Thus proof is first an invariable condi- 
tion of परमा, and not merely the cause of पमा. प्रमाण 88 ॐ 
double function; it not only produces right apprehension, 
but sometimes also tests its truth. It is not therefore प्रमाक्रण 
only, but प्रमात्वक्ञापक also; and so the definition परमाव्याप्त is 
more correct 88 comprehending both. The Naiydyikas are 
परतःप्रामाण्यवादिनः, t. ९. they hold that the validity of a cogni- 
tion is proved not by itself, but by some other extraneous 
means. The objection in their view is not therefore very 
serious. arta is neither soul, nor mind, nor the organs of 
sense, for if if had been so there would have been no neces- 
sity of its separate mention apart from these latter which 
are already enumerated. The Mima@mnsaka's define TAT! as 
अनधिगतार्थगन्तृ, ‘that which appr shends an object not known 
before’; but this definition, says S. Cis wrong because in 
8 long series of sensations cf the same object, the first only 
thereby becomes प्रसा, while the succeeding sensations will 
not be घमा, being अधिगता. The Mimamsaka’s answer to this 
objection is that each individual sensation is different from 
its predecessor inasmuch as it was produced at a different 
moment. The expression अनधिगत is intended to prevent 4T441- 
rE being called the proof of tafa. The Natya ॥ 5 restrict 
all proofs to अदभव or new cognitions and call स्मरति mere repeti- 
tions thereof caused by संस्कार from previous impressions. 


4. Before proceeding further, it will be worth while to 
Taiuaion and belies. notice two varieties of knowledge recog- 
| 3 nized by European lozicians, which are 
| apparently left out of the Naiyayika's cles- 

sification of बुद्धि, namely intuitions and beliefs. An intuition 
is any knowledge whatsoever, sensuous or intellectual, which 
is apprehended immediately, that is, without the instzumen- 
tality of any sense or mental faculty. Axioms in Geometry, 
andthe notions of time, space and causality are such 
intuitions, which do not come under any of the heads of 
अन भव of the Naiydiykas. Some of these are accounted for 
otherwise, as by the recognition of time and space 88 
independent entities which are inferred trom their effects. 
The rest will be probably included under*#fa as reminiscen- 
‘ces of previous births retained hy अदृष्ट. The doctrines of 
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wet and transmigration enable Indian philosophers to | 
plain many facts that are incomprehensible to West 
thinkers. The other kind of knowledge that is apparently 
left unnoticed is belvef or faith, which differs from cognition 
in that it denotes “those exercises of the mind in which 
we believe in the existence of an object, not now before 
and under immediate inspection.”' We often entertain many 
notions which are not self-evident and yet which we do ne 
know to be positively true. These are beliefs. The Naiyayike 

t seems, would include them, if authoritative, under जाव्दजान ` 
and if not, under azar. In this way the classification of 
may claim to be exhaustive 


i| । 8 


षा. XXXVI. करणम्‌ 
An instrument 75 @ cause which is peculiar. 


1. A करण is defined as ‘a cause which is pecul 
According to V. V., 8. C. and Nilakanth: 
असाधारण is inserted to exclude ge 
causes such as time and space ; but 
does not seem to be the sole purpose of the word. The 
word musi also be intended to exclude other causes such 
the intimate and the non-intimate causes of a thing, wh 
are neither universal nor करण. असाधारण is better paraphr. ed 
by Nilakantha as यद्विलम्बात्पछृतका्यानुत्पादस्तत्कारणत्वम, that is, = 
cause without which a desired effect will never be produced; 
but this also is not strictly accurate. A करण properly speaking 
is the immediate or proximate cause that gathers together 
the scattered materials and gives final shape to the produc 
It is the cause which, other accessories being present, 1s 
absolutely necessary for the completion of the effect. nis. 
seems to be the meaning of असाधारण here, which consi rss 
ably differs from the sense in which it is used in oth 
Passag But even so much restriction is not sufficient os 
"य = Se 
1. M’Cosh Intuttions p, 196. 


Proximate Cause, 






=. See Sec, 29, and the reading of several copies in Secs, 24-5 te & 
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ensure perfect accuracy in the definition of करण. For exam- 
ple, दण्ड 18 an असाधारण निमित्तकारण of चट 80 15 therefore its 
gam ; but a दण्ड ina forest can never be the करण of a धरः 
although the definition would equally apply to it, as it is po- 
tentially if not actually an efficient cause of az. Toexclude 
दण्ड in the forest, the ancient Naiyayikas inserted an additional 
qualification त्यापारवच्वे सति, so that only a दण्ड, which is 
actually employed in the act of producing a jar, is its करण, 
while a दण्ड in the forest having no व्यापार is excluded. व्यापार 
is defined by S. ©. &8 द्रव्येतरत्वे सति तज्नन्यत्वे साति तज्नन्यजनकः 
that is, ‘an operation which, not being a 724, is the product 
ofa thing (aa), and produces the effect of that thing. 
When an axe lops off a tree, the axe is the करण, the cutting 
is the final product, and the contact of the axe with the 
wood is the व्यापार, because if is produced from the axe and 
produces the cutting. The words द्रव्येतरत्वे सति are inserted 
in the definition of व्यापार to prevent an intermediate 
product ( मध्यमावयविन्‌ ), such as a कपाट, being व्यापार, 
although it is produced from atoms and produces the jar. 
So the complete definition of a करण according to the 
ancient view is व्यापारवदसाधारणं कारणम 1. €. ‘a peculiar and 
operative cause. 


2. This has given rise to an important controversy bet- 
ween the ancients and the moderns. The 
The modern view. Jatter disapprove of the ancient definition 
of करण above given and propose one of 
their own’: फलायोगन्यवाच्छन्नं कारणस, 2. €. ‘a cause which is 
invariably and immediately followed by the product’. This 
of course excludes दण्ड in the forest 4s well as‘all universal 
and special causes, which are not necessarily and immedi- 
ately followed by the effect. The difference between the two 
views is not merely verbal but fundamental, for quite 
different things are designated करण according as we accept 
either of the definitions. The definition of the ancients . 
requires the करण to be उयापारवत्‌ ; and therefore strictly speak- । 
ing it must always be a substance in which actions and 
qualities that constitute a व्यापार may iuhere ; while according 
to moderns it is this व्यापार itself which becomes the करण 
as it is even more proximate to the effect than the material | 
करण of the ancients. When an object for instance is visible ५. 
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the organ of sight comes into contact with the object. This ५ 
contact ( इान्द्रियसंनिकपषं ) is the व्यापार, and the organ of sight 
would be the करण in the act of perception according to the 
ancients ; while the moderns would call the संनिकषं itself 
the करण, as the फट (percept) immediately follows from 
it, butis not necessarily produced from इन्द्रिय. Inan infer 
ence the ancients are rather inconsistent in calling लिङ्गन्ञान 
or ठथािज्ञान the करण of safera; since, being a cognitionie 
` ॐ guna, the ज्ञान cannot properly speaking possess a व्यापार 
which is either gua or karma and as such can inhere ina 
substance alone. In अदुभिति the qerast is called the व्यापार by 
the ancients,and the करण by the moderns. Another inconsis- 
tency of the ancient view is that on the analogy of See 
there isno reason why mind should not be the करण of 
अचुमिति instead ० व्याति ; &०१ mind being also the करण of 
ख खादिषत्यक्च, अनुमिति and मानसप्रत्यश्च would be confounded. 
These are some of the reasons which make the moderns 
reject the definition व्यापारवत्‌ and define a करणं as simply 
फलायोागव्यवाच्छन्नम्‌ or more briefly wazaraa, that is, one which ` 
is invariably associated with the फल. This difference of 
definitions results in the important. distinction of the mt 
of the ancients becoming the करण of the moderns; while the ` 
करण of the ancients merges, according to the modern view, 
into the general category of simple causes 


The original notion of 8 करण seems to be that convey- 
edin Kesava Migra’s definition साधकतमं 
कारणं, which is explained 85 प्रष्टं कारणे, 3 
cause par excellence.' Many causes contri- 
bute to produce an effect but some of them are related to the 
effect more closely than others. Of two murderers one 
who strikes the blow has certainly a greater share in the 
murder than the other. who simply holds the victim. Some 
causes are most active and also most essential in production, | 
while others simply aid it. The horse which draws the car- 
riage is certainly more efficient than the wheels which only 
facilitate motion by lessening friction. These are causes 

pre-eminently so called, and are distinguished from other 
causes by the special name करण. The se, pre-eminence of 


५ Origin of the dif- 
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+he करण, is therefore said to covsist in its activity or effici- 
ency (व्यापारवच्व). Hence a करण came to be defined as व्यापार- 
qari, But here comes another difficulty. The definition 
व्यापारवत्‌ is obviously inaccurate since it applies to an agent 
also who is by far the most active in the production, but 
who is not called a करण. Somehow or other the notion of an 
instrument or means is involved in that of करण, and the 
agent therefore ought to be excluded. Hence in discussing 
the definition of प्रमाण as TATE, Kesava Misra remarks 
` सत्यपि प्रमातरि प्रमेये च प्रमालत्पत्तेरिन्द्रियसंयोगादो त सत्यविलम्देनैव भरमो- 
त्पननेसिद्ियसंयोगादिरेव करणम्‌, that is अविलम्बन कायौत्पात्ति (im 
mediate production ) constitutes {€ प्रकर्षं of ae, and this 
is found only in the case of इन्द्रियसनिकव. Other efficient 
causes, such as the knower and the object of knowledge are 
not called करण even though they may be व्यापारवत्‌ because 
-the result is not produced even if they exist. This restriction 
_of करण necessarily led to the abandonment of “araka=4, and 
the substitution instead of अविलम्बेन कायोत्पादकच्व, 07 more 
accurately कलायो गव्यवाच्छन्चत्व, as ४ definition of करण. But 
this farther restriction went too far as it excluded organs 
of sense, and in fact all instru ments from the class of करण 
The moderns boldly accepted this as an इद्टापत्ति, but the an- 
cients could not assent to it as the idea of करण was inextri- 
eably involved in their mind with the notion of an instru- 
ment. They therefore satisfied: themselves by retaining 
व्यापारवच्च and excluding the agent expressly by inserting in 
the definition of प्रमाण some such limitation 4&5 अकभवत्वन्याप्य- 
जात्यवच्छिन्नकार्यतानिरूपितकारणताश्रयत्वे साति. AAT oF प्रमाता is ex- 
cluded because he is the कारणताश्चय (7% € the cause } of 
many other effects besides a भरमा which is aspecies of अनुभव 
4 अनु-जाति ). This is the gist of the controversy about करण, 
which has furiously raged between the ancient and modern 
Naiyayikas. | 
4. The two views being thus distinct, the question 
naturally occurs which of them is adopt- 
Author's view. ed by Annambhaita. Before answering 
| . this question, it is necessary to discuss 
the reading व्यापारवदसाधारणं कारणं करणम which occurs in 
most of ‘the copies of the texh bul WAT’ VU” of ‘the copies of the text, but which has been for 
1B. B, Bomed. 226. 
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various reasons rejected in this edition. Although व्यापार 
is necessary to complete the definition, ‘it 
is almost certain that the word did ne 
exist there originally. The Pratikasin 
T. D,, N. B, S. ¢ and Nil. prove that the definition began 
with असाधारण ; while the fact that both 8. C. and Nil. ex 
pressly quote व्यापारवत्कारणमर as an ancient substitute for | 
साधारणं HTT shows that in their opinion at least पापारत्‌ 
did not form part of Annambhatta’s definition. Besides, if it 
had been there, the author ought to have defined व्यापार and 
explained the propriety of व्यापारवत्‌ either in the text or in | 
the commentary, which he does not do. One Ms. no doubt: 
inserts the words तज्नन्यत्वे साति तज्नन्यजनको व्यापारः after the- 
definition of करण in the text ; but the addition is clearly — 
spurious; and the readings of N and Y are equally unauthenti-- 
cated. In Sect. 41 again, the author repeats that असाधारण. ` 
कारण alone 18 करण without mentioning व्यापारवत्‌, while in 
Sect. 47 he calls लिङ्गपरामर्श itself the करण of अदामिति al- 
though it cannot be so according to the definition व्यापार 
वत्‌. But as if not wishing to leave the point in 
doubt, the author himself, in the Limka on Sect. 
47, quotes व्यापारवत्कारणं as a distinct view which he- 
disapproves, remarking emphatically araaa सवं was स्यैव 
करणत्वात्‌. On the other hand, at the end of Sect. 43h 
emphatically declares इन्द्रिय to be the करण of परत्यश्च which 
can only be true if we accept the ancient definition. Simi- 
larly he calls साट््यज्ञान the करण of उपभिति, and mentions: 


A reading discus- 
sed. 


= 
४५ । । 
As 


अतिदेडावाक्यार्थस्मरण as a distinct व्यापार. In the case of ब्दज्ञान 
again he seems inclined to prefer the modern doctrine. | 


। 9. The question therefore which view was mace vy 
Annambhatta must still remain involved in doubt. Probal 
he had formed no decisive opinion on the point, and was 
wavering between the two con flicting views. That there is 
& clear inconsistency between his calling on the one hand 
इन्द्रिय and सादट्यज्ञान the करण of त्यश्च and gum respectively 
and on the other his preference for परामर्श as the करण of 
अनुमिति 18 undeniable ; but it is hard to lieve, as some 18१९ ~ ` 
supposed, that such a glaring inconsistency was due to ॐ 
oversight of the author. Most probably he was fully consci- 0 
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treatise like the present, which, being intended for begin- 


` ners, preserved as much consistency and accuracy 88 WAS. 


compatible with simplicity and clearness. Tf he had accepted 
either of the two views in fofo, he must necessarily have- 
launched into the controversy as to the comparative merits 
of the rival views, which from its subtlety and intricacy 18. 
quite beyond the capacity of beginners. He followed the 
ancient view in पत्यश्च and उषामोति, because it was more easily 
comprehensible by beginners, while by accepting पराम to. 
be the करण of अनुमिति, he certainly made his treatment of 
inference simpler, more rational and more methodical, 
Thus practical expediency rather than theoretical consis- 
tency seems to have weighed with the author in his accepting 
different doctrines in different places. That he purposely 
did this seems evident from his employment of such a 
vague word as असाधारण in the definition of करण and the total 
absence of any allusion to व्यापारवत्‌ either in the text or in 
the commentary of the present section. This omission must 
have been deliberate, for the controversy about व्यापारवत्‌ had 
raged furiously, and was too important to be passed over 
through inadvertency by such a careful writer as Annam- 
bhatta. The conclusion seems irresistible that he purposely 
used an ambiguous word like असाधारण which might apply to- 
either of the two views of करण 
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A cause ts that which invariably precedes the effect. 


1. The definition of करण having referred to a कारण, the 
latter is now defined as) ‘that which invari- 
Cause. ably ( नियत ) precedes ( पवंद्ात्ति ) its effect 
( काय ). ’ That a cause must precede its 
effect is evident, for otherwise it will not bea cause.}T 
remarks that Tazi@ is inserted to exclude काय itself [But 
all antecedent things are not necessarily causes. The pot- 
ter’s ass that carries the earth of which jars are made, pre- 
-cedes the jar, but it is not an invariable antecedent, for earth 
can be brought in hand or in a cart, and so the jars can be 
made without the aid of the ass. Hence the word नियत is 
Inserted to exclude al! but invariable antecede nts. | 


The definition in the text is not however sufficiently ac- 
‘curate, and hence T. D. adds another qualification (अनन्यथा- 
(Sat सति, which means “ provided the antecedent thing is 
not connected with the effect too remotely.” ) The father of 
‘the potter for instance invariably precedes the jar, for ` 
without him the potter would not be born, and without 
the potter there could be no jar ; but the potter's father and 
all his ancestors are not causes of the jar. Again while qe 
is the cause of the jar, the ¢3g%7 is not, although it is as 
much an invariable antecedent as the दण्ड itself. To exclude 
these the limitation अनन्यथात्तिद्ध is alded, so that all things, 
which, though invariably preceding, are not immediately ` 
connected with the effect, are excluded. S. C. paraphrases 
the definition as काया न्नियता ( अवद्यंभाविनी ) oaqaia: ( परवश्षणश्रत्ति 
यस्य तत्तथा. नियतपुवत्र्नित्व is explained as अव्यवदहितपुवंकाटावच्छेदेन 
कायदेडो सत्वम्‌, i. €. ^“ existence in the same place as the 
effect at the moment immediately preceding its production 
This will exclude the ass. the potter’s father and even 
the अरण्यस्य ave if necessary: but दण्डरूपं and द्ण्डत्वजाति 
would still come in, and can be excluded only by 8 
-separate qualification such as अनन्यथासिद्ध. Accordingly 
४. V. sums up the complete definition of कारण as नियतान्य- | 
थासिद्धाभिन्नत्वे सति कार्याव्यवहितपवश्षणावच्छिन्ञ-का्यीधिकरणदेरानिरूपि- 
धयतावदभावप्रति त्‌ कारणम. The whole of 
this long and terribly invglved expression means nothing 
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more than that a cause must be invariable ( fava), must not 
be too remote ( अन्यथासिद्राभिन्न ) and must not be the counter- 
entity ( प्रतियोगितानवच्डेदक धवत्‌ ) of a negation ( अभाव ) that 
resides in the place of the effect ( कायांधिकरणदेशनिरूपिताधयतावत्‌ ) 
at the moment immediately preceding production ( कायीव्यव- 
दितप्वश्चणावच्छिच्च ). All these circumlocutions have no doubt 
their use in the च्छद system, but the whole definition does 
not after aJl amount to much more than Mill's definition 
of a cause as ‘an unconditional and invariable antecedent’. 


3. The word अनन्पभासिद्ध being thus necessary to complete 
the definition of कारण, it may be asked 
a reading discuss- why it igs owitted in the text of this edi- 
tion, especially when it is found in almost 
all copies. The reasons for dropping अनन्यथासिद्ध from the 
text are not indeed as strong as those for omitting व्यापारवत्‌ 
from the preceding definition; but they are sufficiently cogent 
to warrant the guess that the word did not originally exist in 
the text but was probably added afterwards by the Dipika 
The reading in the text is taken from four authentic Mss, 
as being what the author probably wrote at first. Five 
copies prefix अनन्यथासिद्ध to the definition, while two others 
read अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे सति and ea अन्य थासिद्धिड्य्यत्वे सति respec- 
tively before नियत etc. In J, the oldest of the Mss. available, 
the word is absent in the body but is added in the margin bya 
later corrector. V. V.and S.C. appear to take अनन्यथासिद्ध as 
part of the definition; but N. B. is evidently of the contrary 
opinion, its remark अतोऽनन्यथासिद्धमपि पदं कारणलश्चणे निवेशनीयम्‌ 
showing that it did not find the words in the original. Any 
doubts on the point however should be removed by the sate 
in T. D. which is the same in all copies and which shows 
that the definition began with the word कायं. Besides the 
wording of T. D, अनन्यथासिद्धत्वे सतीति विज्ञेषणात्त्‌ also implies 
that the words were added by the commentary and dic not 
stand in the text at first. The different readings of 
E and H also beara very close and therefore suspicious 
resemblance to the remark in T. D. and suggest the infer- 
ence that they were inserted int) the text from T. D. by 
some later copyist to supply the imperfection of the original 
definition. It may therefore be presumed that the word 
अनन्यथाकेद्ध was at first left out of the definition of कारण. 
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-either inadvertently or purposely as being too obscure 
the easy comprehension of beginners, and the omission ` vas 
‘supplied by the author himself in the Dipika, which i 
evidently intended for advanced scholars. Later cop 
however, who could not bear to see the definition na 
standard book being so palpably imperfect, tried to suppl 


< 
the omission from the commentary and supplied it differently. ` 


a> 


vv 


4, अनन्यथासिद्ध is the opposite of अन्यथासेद्ध, which m ‘a 
proved to be antecedent through another 

८४ of the १५०. 15, 8 thing the antecedence of which ` 
is due to the antecedence of another thing 
‘to the effect. Roer translates the word अन्पथासिद्ध by ‘super 
fluous causality’, probably on the authority of some — 
writers who explain अन्यथासिद्ध as denoting a cause which 
mot necessary for the production of effect.! But this view ` 
is wrong as will appear from the following quotation ५ 
9. C., which, after explaining अन्यथासिद्ध as अवशर्यज्क तागियतपव- 
“aida एव कायं सभवे तत्सहश्रतम्‌, remarks ““ केचित्त अन्यत्र वाति 
एव कायसभदे तद्धिन्नमन्यथासिद्धं यथा रूपधरागमावशन्यस्थछे BAe 
बतिनो गेधघ्रागभावदिव पाकजस्थलेऽपि मेधरूपकार्यसंभवे तद्धिन्नो रूपण 
मंधथ्रागभव्विनान्यथासिद्ध इति वदन्ति तदसत्‌ | दण्डत्वदेरन्यथासिद्धन्वा art. 
The argument of S.C. is that अन्यथासिद्ध is not पलाल 
cause that is unnecessary for production, but everything 
that accompanies a necessary antecedent: otherw 
द्ण्डत्वजा7ते will not be अन्यथासिद्ध as it is quite necessary fe 
the production of a jar, because without दण्डत्व there will be 
no 9 and consequently no घट also. Roer's rendering 1 
‘therefore incorrect and the word really means‘ thing 
which is proved to be antecedent (cause) to the effect, — 
through another or becauge it accompanies another ’, that 


4 0 
is, @ 86८07087 ए cause deriving its character through 
‘primary and rea! cause ` > 




















1. Roer's trans. of B, P. Bibl. In. p. 10. 
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9. T. D. mentions three varieties of these ‘secondary 
~antecedents,’ which Annambjatta, says Nilakantha, borrow- 
ed from Gangesa, the author of Tattva-Chint&mani, 
wiz.:--(1) first, the things that are connected by 
समवायसंबंध with कारण, and are therefore antecedent to 
effect through it, as for instance the तन्जुरूप and a-aqeq, which 
being intimately united with तन्तु, are antecedent to its effect 
चट ; (2) secondly, the things that are antecedent to कारण, and 


_are therefore द fortiori antecedent to the effect, such as the 


potter's father who, being anterior to the potter, must be 
antecedent to the jar also, or as ether which i antecedent 
fo a jar, because it is the intimate cause of the word घट that 
always precedes the thing घट ; (3) and thirdly, all other 
concomitants of कारण that are not connected with it by सम- 
बाय, such as रूपध्रागभाव which is not the cause of गन्ध, al- 
though in a baking jar or a ripening mango it co-exists with 
गन्धप्रागभाकव which is the real cause of मन्ध. This classification 
oes 7707 claim to be exhaustive, and in fact, the first two 
lasses are obviously included in the last. 


6. Others mention five varieties of अन्यथासिद्ध which are 
thus summed up by Visvanatha:— 


येन सह पूर्वभावः ( 1 ) कारगमादाय वा यस्य (2) 1 
अन्यं पराति पूर्वभवे ala यत्पुर्वभावाबिल्लानम्‌ (3) ॥ 
जनकं परति पर्ववर्तितामपारज्ञाय न यस्य waa (4) । 
अतिरिक्तमथापि यद्धवेन्नियतावद्यकषुवं भाविनः ( 5 ) ॥ 


And these are illustrated thus:-— 
एते पश्चान्यथासिद्धा दण्डत्वादिकमादिमम | 


घटादौ दण्डरूपादि द्वितीयमपि seas ॥ 
तरतीयन्तु भवेद्योम कुलालजनकोऽपरः | 
पञ्चमो रासभाः स्य दैतेष्वावद्यकस्वसो ॥ | 


= =-= = 





a = ~ ना 


1 8. P. 18-21. 
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Of these the first two correspond to the first class 0 
_Annambhaita, the third and fourth to his second class, 
+ ` the fifth to his third. The splitting of the first two v 

mentioned in T. D. is based on minute distinctions be 1 
the illustrations which are of no special importance 7 
सिद्ध being thus described and its need to complete thi 
definition being proved, an objection may be made to 
retention of the word नियत in the definition of करण as its 
purpose is served by the last kind of अन्यथासिद्धि, the 
instance रासभ coming under that head. नियत is not hower 
useless, for, though an individual ass may be अन्यथासिद्ध 
regards a particular घट, रासभत्व in general is not so wi 
respect to घटत्व, and hence नियत is necessary to exclude it 
It may also be pointed out that the word अन्यथासिद्ध 
too vague and general, and नियत helps to make its mean 1g 
more definite. = 





Secor. XXXLX. कायम्‌. 
Effect is the counter-entity of antecedent negation. 


1. As the definition of cause is framed in terms of the 
effect, we cannot fully understand it unless 
we know what effect is [Effect is therefc 
defined as a thing that is the count 
entity of (its) anterior negation; in other words ॐ ` fect 
is that which has a beginning. प्रागभाव will be subsequ 
explained as the negation of a thing before it come 
Into existence ; and so, to say that an effect has 2 SM 
istintamount to saying that it has a beginning ( 
and is not eternal. Eternity may however be limited 
both sides, past and future, of which past non-ete 
alone corresponds to कायत्व. Both srmrara and भवस are ne 
eternal, but tam, having a beginning but no end, 18 #™% 
= , 


Effect. 


7 





= 
7 
^ । 
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716 प्रागभाव having an end but no beginning is not कायं. 
Hence कार्यं is defined as the प्रतियोगी ( contradictory) of 
प्रागभावे, पागभाव is not a कार्य, as it cannot be a प्रतियोगी 
of itself. | 


2.[ Now what is a प्रतियोगी ? The idea of a feat is one 
_ of those conceptions which are more easy 
ee isa Prati- {0 gnderstand than to define; and conse- 
quently various definitions of प्रतियोगिता 
are given according to the standpoints from which the: 
writers view it. प्रतियोगिता is no doubt a relation; but how 
can there be any relation between existence ( भाव ) and non- 
existence, between a thing and no-thing ? अभाव however is 
an independent entity according to Nyaya; and hence this. 
relation is possible. Besides प्रतियोगिता is not an objective 
sonnection between two external things; itis truly speak- 
ing a purely subjective relation existing between the sub-- 
jective notions of those things. Though the things may be 
‘non-existent and .mmaterial, their notions are real enough 
to allow a relation between them. Thus an अभाव may be 
pure negation, but the notion of अभाव is positive and really 
exists in the mind; and t must therefore have some 
external object to which it corresponds. अभाव itself can- 
not be this object because it has no positive existence ; and 
hence this object by which the notion of अभाव is produced 
and is to be explained must be found among the six positive 
padarthas. That भावपदार्थं therefore by which a particular 
notion of अभाव is explained is called the भरतियोगी of that 
अभाव, A uz is thus called ४6€ प्रतियोगी of घटाभाव, and पट of 
वाभाव, because the notions of those two negations depend 
for their existence on the prior knowledge of we and पद 
resp2ctively. This isone kind of श्रतियो गितासंबंध, and क call- 
ad विरुद्धत्व ( opposition ). Another kind is called tatavaea 
and exists between athing and its attribute or rather between 
two objects and the relation between them, as for instance, 
when we say that a face is like the moon, moon is the 
प्रतियोगी of the साद्दयसम्बन्ध residing in छख. In this case 
also the notion of ateea depends on the ;prior knowledge 
of the moon, but this sfaathrat differs from the former 
in having a corresponding external object. The first 
अतियोगिता isa relation between two things of which one 
26 स 
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exists and the other does not, while the second lies be 
things which are both positive and existing. The first may 
be called contrariety as that between 42 and Warum; be 
second co-existence as that between moon and its 
bute the सारस्य, meaning of course those qualities wh 
it has in common with मख. Similarly the thing in a 
tion to which this प्रतियोगिता is spoken of is called th 
agarft of the relation. Thus #@ of which the likenes 
to the moon is predicated is the अहुयोमी of the साह ) 
while the Haz of which wWzrama is likewise predicated , 
called the agatit of that अभाव. Now a is प्रतिथोगी 
चटपागभाव ; and पट of परपागभाव; 80 काय in general is the 
प्रतियोगी of the प्रागभाव of all products, that is of अागभाव 
in general. | 


8. Thedefinition of कार्य given in the text involves 8. 
very important principle which 18 one 9 


the cardinal doctrines of Nyaya phi 
phy, and which, as having been te 


subject of bitter controversy, requires some notice CS 
doctrine is that an effect is non-existent before productid 


= >) 


and is quite distinct from its cause. This apparent 
simple doctrine, involving as it does many wider issue 
sharply divides the Nyaya-Vaisesika from other 50000 
of philosophy, and is asa matter of fact the keystone 
its realistic philosophy. There are four principal 
of causation accepted by different Indian philosophers, 
which are thus summed up by Médhavicirya:-—" इह क 
aroma चतुधां ae: प्रसरति | असतः सज्जायत इति air 
साङ्गरन्ते | नेयायिकादयः सतो ऽसच्नायत इति । वेदान्तिनः सतो विवहः, 
कार्यजातं न तु वस्तु सादोते | साङ्ख्याः पुनः सतः सज्जायत इति । 
[While the Biuddhas hold that a real effact is produ 
from an unreal cause, that is, from absolute non-existe 
the Veddntins maintain the opposite view of the reality 0 


The theory of 
Causality. 


८; - । | ` ५ Sarva~D,:8. Calo, ed. . 147. 
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the cause and the total unreality of effect. The Nuiyayikas 
and Samkhyas accept the reality of both cause and effect, but 
while the latter hold both of them to be always and simul- 
taneously existing, the Naiydyikas consider the effect to be 
non-existing before creation. In-the Bauddha system, creation 
is the production of a ‘hing out of nothing ; in Nyaya it is 
the production of a new thing out of an old one: in Samkhya 

it is merely the evolution of the latent properties of the cause 
itself ; in Vedanta it is a mental conception onl $, and corres- 
: ponds to no actuaj change in the cause itself. | 


4 116 Bauddha view is opposed to the celebrated Aristo- 
telian maxim Fz nihilo nihil fit, and has 
been severely criticised by all orthodox 
schools’, while the third, viz. the Vedantic 
view being involved in the general doctrine of Maya stands by 
itself. The bitterest controversy has raged between the 
Samkhyas and the Naiydyikas, as regards their particular 
views, namely, the सत्कार्यवाद्‌ and the असत्कार्यवाद a they are 
: respectively called. | The Nyadya view is admirably summed 
। Upin Annambhatia’s definition of काय, that an effect being 
: the प्रतियोगी of पागमाव in general is totally non-existent before 
। 


; Realism and idea- 


: lism. 
। 


creation. 


5. The सत्कायंवाद्‌ of the Samkhyas as well as the argu- 
ments by which it is supported are thus summarized in 
Isvarakrsna’s tenth Karika :— 

असदकरणात्‌ , उपाद्‌ानयहणात्‌ , सव सम्भवाभावात्‌ |, 
: शक्तस्य TT , कारणभावाच, सत्कार्यम्‌ 11? 
` Five reasons are given for rejecting the Nyaya doctrine of 
non-existent effect, and holding that the effect does exist 
latently in the cause even before creation. First, that which 


Se, 








| , 1. See S’amkara. on Brahm. Sit. LI, 2, 26. 
i 2. Samkhya. ; Ky 10. 3. is . 
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does not exist can never be created, for a blue colour ५ 
be changed into yellow even by ४ thousand artizans. Secon ond 
ly, the material cause is always found associated with the 
effect. as sesamum with oil ; and as there can be no 
tion with a non-existing thing the effect must be 
ing in itscause. Thirdly, if it be said thats cause might 
produce an effect even though totally unconnected 
thing can be produced from anything, for there will be 
reason to determine that a particular effect shall be produc 
ed from a particular cause only ; while as 8 matter of fact 
we find this to be actually the case, and hence the effect 
must be pre-existing in the cause. Fourthly, if it be main 
tained that an unconnected cause produces the effect owing 
to some inherent faculty in itself, is this power or faculty, 
it may be asked, connected in any way with the effect? I 
it is, then it is as much as saying that the effect p 
in the cause; while if it is not, the previous ०106 
recurs as to how a particular effect only is produced 
from the power. Lastly, as cause and effect are of the 
nature, one cannot be always existing while the other 1 ` 
non-existent. Both of them ought therefore to co-exist. All 
these arguments can be summed up in one objection t 
the Nyaya doctrine that if the effect is totally distinct 
the cause there can be found no determining prince 7०४ 
establish the relation of causality between the two things 
ard the doctrine will approximate to the Bauddha ग 
that the effect is produced from nothing. This may ० | 
the reason why the followers of Nyaya-Vatsesika are षश 
taunted as being अधंवेनाशिक ( Semi-Buddhists ) by their orthe 
dox opponents. And asthe Aauddha doctrine is 0 
nature, Nydya theory also must be rejected as having the 
tendency 


6. The chief argument by which the Na 
defend their view is that unless effect is supp < eo 
be quite distinct fromfits cause we cannot account a 
obvious difference between the two. A घर must be 8060 
different from its constituent parts, for otherwise it woult 
not be घट 3६ all. The same atoms can be used to make & 
and a saucer ; and if cause and effect are not distinct, 
चट and ara will be identical with the atoms, and t 
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will be identical with each other according to the axiom 
‘that things equal to the same thing are equal to one another. 
But a घट is certainly not a शाराव, for it has a certain form or 
-shape ( कम्टग्रीवादिमच् ) which is not found in the latter. The 
Vedantins who hold सत्कार्यवाद्‌ avoid this difficulty by deny- 
ing the axiom itself. Again the particular shape ( कम्डय्रीवा- 


taza 0 a jar, or आतनावेतानवत्तन्तुमच्च of a piece of cloth, ) is 


not found in the parts either separately or collectively. 
Whence does it come then ? It cannot be said that it does 
exist latently in the cause, and that production is nothing 
but its manifestation ; for this manifestation itself, being an 
effect, must have existed previously. The आकारविङोष 
and all other properties which distinguish a चट्‌ from its 
parts must therefore have been newly produced. As the 
Nyaya theory of असत्कार्य has a tendency to the Buddhistic 
nihilism ( च्न्यवाद्‌ ), the Samukhya doctrine of सत्कार्य or पारणाम 
ultimately merges into the pantheism ( faaa or मायावाद्‌ ) of 
the Vedantins. If an effect is materially indistinct from 
the cause, its special properties must be real or unreal. If 
real, they must have been newly produced ( asthe Naiyayikas 
-say ), or only manifested ; in the latter case their manifesta- 
‘tion will require another manifestation, and so on ad injint- 
tum. If the properties are unreal, they can be only 
‘notional, and attributed to the effect by a subjective error 
( अध्यास, ) which is the doctrine of faaa. Thus the contro- 
versy ends practically in a draw, and the problem remains 
insoluble. 


7. A little consideration will suffice to show that the 
असत्कार्यवाद is the basis of Realism, while सत्कायवाद्‌ inevitably 
Jeads to all sorts of Ideal and Pantheistic theories. All the 
important conceptions of Nydya, such as those of atoms, 
God, soul, Samavaya, Visesa and Abhiva will be found, if 
properly analysed, to depend ultimately on this fundamental 
doctrine of non-existent effect, and it was therefore to be 
wished that the author had said something about it in the 
“text. But he probably avoided all reference to it, as being 
too intricate and controversial for beginners. A student 
however can never clearly understand the Nyaya- Vaisestka 
systems, unless, he has thoroughly grasped their peculiar 
‘view of causality. ` = 
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8. Itis of course needless to point out that the cause 
over which this controversy has arisen i 

CN spe dedi the material cause, or उपादान as it is 
onusee. rally called. As tothe instrumental cat 
there is no difference of opinion, wh le 

the non-intimate cause is not recognized by any systematist a 
except the Naiyayikas. This last isan arbitrary assumption, 
necessitated by the Nydya theory of causation and is inse ` 
parable from it, 


9. The recognition of a non-intimate cause has made the 


Naiydyikas liable to a severe attack by 
न ४ their usual opponents, the Mimamsakas, 
who advocate सत्कार्यवाद्‌, The arguments 


on both sides of this controversy are so strong and cogent 
and yet so irreconcilable, that one is inevitably led to 
suspect that, as both cannot be right, both of them must be 
wrong. It is not easy to find out where their error lies, but 
the fact that so much philosophical subtlety should have 
been spent without advancing a single step naturally sug- 
gests the inference that they must have misunderstood the 
question altogether, or must have been seeking for the true — 
solution in a wrong direction. This is partially true, but 
partially only, for as a matter of fact the difficulty of get ; 
ting 8 right solution is to a considerable extent inherent in 
the subject itself. The chief cause of the error of these | 
Indian schoolmen appears to be their want of a true induc- 
tive method by which alone the true notion of causality 
could be attained. Instead of determining ‘the nature of ` 
causation as it is actually found in the world outside, they ` 
started from a limited experience and began to analyse their 
Own 8 priort notions of cause and effect. Of course this ` 
deductive reasoning they carried to perfection, but it could — 
Dot avail them very far. The result has been that though 
the subsequent speculations are good specimens of correct. 
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logic, the preliminary notions on which they are based 
remain crude and often groundless. Thus, while the defini-, 
tion of a कारण is guarded on all sides from the usual three 
faults of a definition by carefully chosen qualifications, 
no attempt is made to explain the fundamental notions 
involved in it. 


10. A cause for instance is said to be that which is not अन्यर्था- 
faz. But what 18 अन्यथासिद्ध ? No accurate and comprehensive 
definition of the word is given, and the classification too is 
merely illustrative and not exhaustive ; so that we are ulti- 
mately left to our own unaided intuition to discover whether 
a particular thing is a trne cause or is अन्यथासिद्ध. The 
potter’s father is declared to be अन्यथासिद्ध, but what about 
the potter himself ? The doer or agent is nowhere expressly 
mentioned as a cause; the potter therefore must be either 
the निमित्तकारण of घट like a दण्ड, or must be अन्यथासिद्ध. An 

intelligent agent is required to set the 

Agent. particles in motion, and as the motion 

is the immediate cause of the product, 
the agent may in one sense be said to become अन्यथासिद्ध 
by this intervention of the motion. But the agent is 
commonly received as a cause, and oftentimes the most 
important cause. He is in fact the most indispensable 
cause ; and yet, strange as it may seem, he is classed along 
with inanimate and often optional means such as दण्ड 
and चक्र. The difference between an intelligent agent and 
other causes does not seem to have weighed much with the 
Naiytiyikas. 

11. Again the distinction between material and instrumental 
ee caus is not made quite clear. A jar is 
instromennfrial and mada of particles of earth that are held 

‘together by water by means of a peculiar 


` property in it named स्नेह. Is this water an उपादान or a falar. 


कारण only ? Properly speaking itshould be the first, for it 
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is inseparable from the jar. The jar will weigh something 
over and above the particles of earth composing it, and the 
excess is unquestionably the weight of the water. The water 


should therefore be as much a समवायिकारण as the earth; and 


yet the Nuiyayikas appear to include it among instrumental 





4 


causes. Similarly in every product formed by the combina: — 


tion of several ingredients it is absurd to call one material 
and the others instrumental causes only ; but the Naiyayikas 
nowhere recognize the possibility of several intimate causes 
forming one product. Perhaps they may,silently acquiesce in 
it; but the fact is positively irreconcilable with the rival 


theory of सत्कार्यवाद्‌. According to this latter doctrine, the jar 


must before creation be latent in both its material causes, 
namely earth and water ; but how is this possible, when the 
two ingredients might have perhaps been separated by 


hundreds of miles? The earth of the Himalayas and the — 


water of the Ganges might go to form a jar which could 
not have certainly existed at one time in both those places. 
If this is the case with mechanical mixtures, much greater 
difficulties will occur in what we now call chemical combi- 
mations where the properties of the constituents and ofter 
times the constituents themselves are either disguised oF 
completely transformed in the process of production. 


12. The above-mentioned objections are after all super ` 


ficial and can be removed by speculative artifices, But there 
are others which lie deeper, and which strike at the very 
foundation of both the rival theories, The common assump” 

tions which seem to underlie these theories 


; Where the error 


lies. is that every effect has one cause and 
that there is invariable concomitanc® — 


between the two; but this 18 not warranted by experience. 


The disturbing influence of what Mill calls Plurality of 


causes and intermixture of effects, has been totally ignored 
by Indian systematists, and consequently their theories hav? 
often been at marked variance with observed phenomen® 
The same effect may be produced from several alternative 
‘Causes, while the same number of ingredients differently 
combined might produce totally different products. Heat for 
instance may be produced either by friction or by electricity 
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-and therefore neither can be the cause of heat according to 
the Nyaya definition of a cause, as neither is 171४8718}01 र (नियत) 
antecedent ( पूर्वडात्ति )to the कार्य. Perhaps the Naiydadyika will 
include both friction and electricity among efficient causes 
which may be optional, or he will call them अन्यथासिद्ध, the 
vibrations of particles by either being the real proximate 
eause of heat ; but that will not improve his position very 
much. Besides while the two controversialists have confined 
themselves to material causes they have not given much 

attention to the efficient ones which are generally as impor- 
tant as, if not often more.so than, the material causes. The 
controversy has been in fact carried on more on speculative 

than on practical grounds; and consequently the result also 

‘has been barren. Bacon’s strong condemnation of the school- 
men of medizeval Europe applies in a great measure to their 
prototypes, the Indian systematists. 


13. The real difficulty of the solution lies in the metaphy- 
-sical conception of causality, which when analyzed resolves 
itself into mere sequence of things or successive events. 
Kant’s explanation of the insolubility of this problem is that. 
the conception of causation is intuitive like those of time 
_and space, and cannot be proved by reasoning as itis anterior 
to and is itself in fact the basis of all process of reasoning. 
The Vedantins alone of all Indian systematists appear tO 
have sufilciently grasped this idea of causality, and have 
expressed it in their own way by calling कायत्व an आरोपित or 
अध्यस्त धर्म. The realism of the Naiyayikas prevents them from 
-accepting any such view. 


27 
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Cause is of three kinds, ‘intimate,’ ` non-intimate ’ 
and‘ instrumental ’ or‘ efficient.’ The inti- ` 

The three Causes. mate cause is ‘that in inseparable union with 
which the effect is produced, ’ as the threads 

are of the cloth or the cloth is of the colour onit. The non-intimate 
cause is one which is inseparably united in the same object either 
with the effect or with the ( intimate ) cavse,as the conjunction. 
of threads ts of the cloth, or the colour of threads is of the 
colour of cloth. A cause different from both these is an ine 
strumental cause, as the shuttle or the loom fr 


1 | The threads constitute the intimate or material cause of 
the piece of cloth, because the latter is 

Intimate cause. ¢onnected with the former by intimate | 
union ( समवेतम्‌ = अवयवित्वात समवायसम्बन्धेन ` 

संबद्धम्‌ ). Similarly the colour in the piece of cloth being @ 
quality resides in it by समवाय ( खणगुणिनो समवायः ), and 
hence the piece of cloth is the intimate cause of the colour. 
All constituent parts of a substance and all substances are 
intimate causes of their products as well as inhering qualities 
nd actions respectively. The substratum is deemed a cause 
in the latter case because the qualities and actions cannot 
exist without it \ 


{ The non-intimate cause is a link as it were betw 
ष, the initimate cause and the product. Itis 
ति 0 of two sorts. One is intimately connected — 
with the material cause, and is thus Fala 

धिकरण with the product. The conjunction with which | 
separate threads are held together and which enables them to 
form the cloth-piece is the non-intimate cause, because 
being a quality. it resides in the threads by समवाय, and — 
is thus समानाधिकरण with पट. This तन्तुसंयोग is a neces 
sary cause because it makes the पट what it looks, and ` 
distinguishes it from a mere bundle of threads. The example 
of the second kind of non-intimate cause is aaS7 which 
is the non-intimate cause of Tq, because it is inti- 
mately united with the ( intimate) cause ( चन्तु ) of the 
substance (षट }) which is the intimate cause of 
The colour of the threads is not the infimale cause ० 





कक ` ह्म" 





SECT. XL | Notes. 207 | 


the colour of the cloth-piece because they are व्याधेकरण, and 
so there can be no connection between them. तन्तुरूप and 
qzeq are not समानाधिकरण, for while तन्तुरूप resides in the 
threads, the रप resides in the cloth, They are therefore 
connected only indirectly ( पररपरासंबंधेन ), which is explained 
by 8. ¢. 88 पटरूपसमवापिकारणीश्रतपट सामानाधिकरण्यस्य ad Ward 
परंपरासंम्बन्धेन परटरूपसामानाधिकरण्यमपि खटभमेवेतिभावः । परपरा- 
संबन्धश्च समवापिसमवायः |; thatis, 11116 तन्तुस्तयोग is समानाधि- 
करण with पट by the समवाय relation, the तन्तुरूप is so with पट- 
कूप by the combined relation, समवायिसमबाय, i. €. a समवाय 
with the पर, the समवायिकारण of पटरूप. Both तन्तुसंयोग and 
@aeT are however called the असमवायिकारणं of T and पट रूप 
respectively. S. C. therefore gives, as a joint definition of 
the two sorts of non-intimate causes, समवाय-स्वसमवायेसमवाया- 
न्यतरसंबन्धेन कार्येण सहेकस्मिन्न्थे समवायेन Warsaa साति आत्मविशेष- 
गणान्यत्वे सतिं कारणमसमवापिकारणम्‌ ; that is, a non-intimate 
cause should reside by समवाय, in a common thing in which 
कार्यं resides either by समवाय or समवापिसमवाय, and should at 
the same time be different from the special qualities of the 
soul. The latter saving clause is needed to prevent cogni- 
tions produced from them, simply because both are inti- 
mately united with the same अधिकरण, the soul. It is of 
course needless to remark that the word कारण in the defini- 
tion of असरमवापिकारण in the text is to be taken for सम्रवायि 
करार. 


3. The class of efficient causes comprises everything else 
that is necessary for the production of the 
हि effect but is not inseparable from it, such 


as the loom snd the shuttle-cock in the 
tase of the cloth-piece. Instrumental causes are of two. 
sorts,‘ universal ’ which are eight (24%: , तज्जञानेच्छाक्तयः , 
विक्रालो, and weea including wa and अधमं ) and ‘special’ 
which are innumerable. The agent also appears to be in- 
cluded in this third class, which is as a matter of fact 
Miscellaneous, and comprehends everything that is not in- 
cluded in the first two. Others first divide cause into two- 
forts, principal (सख्य) and accessary (Hae), and then split: 
up the principal cause into the abovethree classes, the group. 
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of accessaries consisting of all those minor circum 
which are required before production. Of the threes ts of 
_eauses mentioned above, the intimate cause is always 8 sub 
stance, because no other padartha is capable of being the 
_gubstratum of an intimate union ; the non-intimate cause 
must be either an action or ॐ quality, and nothing else 
while the instrumental causes may be of any kind. The 
‘above three sorts of causes exist, it is said, in the case 
positive things only, the अभाव having only an instrumental 
cause. Mere negation cannot have an intimate ora non- 
` intimate cause as it does not reside in anything by intimate 
union. A remark to this effect is found in one copy of T 
D. but its authority was not sufficient to warrant the addr 
` #07 in our text. 


4 Thename असमवायि is rather misleading, as it does 
not properly denote a cause which is not connected by समबा 
with the effect. In this sense निभित्तकारण will also be असम ` 
` चापि, while one species of असमवायि proper will be excl ५ 

The origin of the name can be explained only by supposing 
that the Naiydyikas first divided causes into two classes, 
those which are separable, and those which are inseparable 
from effects. The first are instrumental ; the second are छ 
“two sorts, material or समवायि and non-material or असमवापि 
So an असमवायि simply means an inseparable cause क 
different from waana. The असमवायिकारण 15 not recog 7 
by other systematists, and is an invention of the Naiyayiais 
who, holding the theory of the utter distinctness of effett 

from cause, are obliged to assume a link to join 0 

“The advocates of aetdate regard cause and effect as ४०. 
by the relation of identity ( तादात्म्यसंब॑ध ). Nor do they ™ 
-cognize समवाय. In their opinion therefore causes are ¢ 
two-fold, material ( उपादान ) and instrumental ( निमित्त), 


i 


iz 


= 


5. It may be useful here to compare briefly the Nye 
classification of द. with those of 1% 
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When a potter makes a jar, he must first have in his mind- 
an idea of what a jar is ;or whena 11018818 built, the architect - 
must first draw a plan on paper. This is the causa formalis - 
of Aristotle, and appears to combine in itself two different - 
conceptions of the Naiydyikas, namely, that of जाति which 
is regarded as antecedent and necessary to the production 
of all things, and that of असमवापिकारण which often being a 
संयोगवेडोष corresponds to the plan or shape of the product. 
The second cause of Aristotle, causa materialts, is identical - 
with the उपादान or सम्रवायिकारण. The third is the principle ` 
of movement that produced the thing, called causa ejjiciens, 
corresponding to the निमित्तकारण of Nyaya. The fourth is the 
reason and good of ali things, called causa finalis, There 
is nothing corresponding to a final cause in the Nyaya - 
system, except perhaps the universal cause, desliny ( ae ). 
A jar is made for carrying water, and so Aristotle would say 
that its final cause is the purpose for which it is to be 
used, namely, carrying water; a Naiyayika would say that 
& particular jar was produced by the potter for the ultimate 
use and enjoyment of some unknown person who would buy 
it; and so the Hee of that buyer may be said to be a cause - 
in the production of that jar. This notion of अदृष्ट being a 
cause to every product seems to have been invented, like the. 
final cause of Aristotle, to satisfy our moral intuition that 
nothing exists in this world without a purpose, and perhaps. 
also to account for many phenomena 17 the world that can- 
not be explained more naturally. Bacon inveighed strongly 
against the final cause of Aristotle; and similarly in 
India the universal causality of azz also came to be 
ignored by later systematists, although it was never express- 
ly repudiated. 


6. In addition to the above four causes, the model or eremplar 
Was considered as a necessary cause by the Pythagoreans- 
and Platonists, which mcdef was numbers according to the- 
former, and-ideas according to the latter. Naiyayihas conceiv- 
ed a जाति (घटत्व or गोत्व) to be eternally existing, in imitation. 
of which the particular jars or cows were formed. In ad- 
dition to the Platonic enumeration of causes, Seneca insisted 
that time, space and motion cught to be regarded as causes 
Naiyayikas included the first two under tLe head of uniyer— 
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881 causes, and assigned a peculiar position to the last 
under the name of व्यापार. Modern science has practically 
‘abandoned all these distinctions as useless and often impos 
sible. As has been pointed out, itis sometimes very diffi 
to single out the materia: cause ofa compound product 
‘the efficient causes, while the formal and final causes 
-often nothing more than the thing itself. The only real di 
tion perhaps is that between material and non-material 
instrumental causes, that 18, those which are 1056 : 
“from the product and those which are separable. Consequent 
Jy Vedintins mention only two causes, उपादान ( material) 


-and निमित्त ( instrumental ) 


386". न. करणम्‌. 


५ Of the three sorts of causes just mentioned that alone which 
is peculiar is the करण. ” 


1. In order to exclude the intimate and non-intimate cau 
which can never be करण, we should either insert अ- 
साधारण the additional qualification व्यापारवचे सति as ए. 8. 
suggests, or take the word अक्षाधारण itself as implying tal 
condition. करण therefore is thatefficient cause which directly 
and immediately produces the effect by its own action.) The 
present section seems to have been copied from Ke 
1015015 remark तदेवं तस्य भिविधकारणस्य मेध्ये यदेव कथमपि 
ङायं तदेव करणम्‌. Annambhatia substitutes असाधारण for साति 
ङाय, but probably intends to convey the same 16870: ‘ 
Hence असाधारण may be taken to mean फटायोगत्यव च्छिन्न, ane 
almost corresponds to what English lawyers call 
proximate cause. This section sums up the interve 

‘discussion about causality. 


f 


"णण 
- ~ -~-- ~ 


कर Bo’ Bomi. od p35.” 





= 


. 
: 


“SECT, XLII. | Notes. 211 
SEoT. ना. परत्यक्षम. 


Perception is the peculiar cause of perceptive knowledge 
Perceptive knowledge is the knowledge born of the contact 
-of the organ with (external ) object. It is two-fold, un- 
differentiated and differentiated. Of these, undifferentiated is 
the knowledge of a thing without its qualities, e g. this is 
something. Differentiated is the knowledge of a thing with 
all tts qualities, €. g. he is Dittha, he is a Brahman, he is black 


1, करण, कारण, and कार्यं being thus d efined, the author now 
proceeds to define in order the four proofs 
and the four kinds of apprehension which 
stand in the relation of causes and effects 
Tespectively. Anna’zbhatta uses the word परत्यश्च for both 
the proof and the resulting knowledge, but other writers 
have done better in giving a separate name to the latter, viz. 
साक्षात्कार, 80 that the proof is defined as साश्चात्कारज्ञानकरणम्‌. 
Others again define Samat 88 पत्यश्चपमाकरणयम | or साश्चाकार्िमा- 
करणम्‌, but Annambhatta seems to have deliberately used 
जान in order to include both right and wrong apprehensions 
The four divisions of पमा are equally applicable to अपमा, and 
there is no need of defining them separately as the same करण 
usually gives rise to both kinds of apprehensions. The 
tightness 07 wrongness of a perception is determined by 
quite extraneous reasons such as दोषाभाव, and not by any 
difference of इन्द्रियसंनिकष. Of course the rightness or wrong- 
ness when determined would affect the proof also, and make 
it either correct or incorrect. The etymology of भरत्यश्च in 
thesense of परमाण is explained ‘as प्रतिगतमक्चम्‌ or अश्चस्य 
भातावेषयं उत्तिः , the presence of an organ at each object. In 
the sense of ज्ञान, the same word is explained differently as 
Gana प्रतीत्योत्पयते or परतिगतमाभ्नितमश्चम्‌, knowledge which is 
obtained through each organ. The पत्यश्चज्ञान is defined as 
that knowledge which is produced by the contact of organs 
with external objects. The word ज्ञान is here usedto exclude 
सेनिकर्वध्वे प्त which is also संनिङूषंनन्य, while the epithet इनि 
यां 010976४1285 प्रत्यञ्च from other kinds of knowledge 


8 eee 
1T, K.Bom.ed.p.8. 2 2. ए. Bom. ed. 2. 27. 
~ 4 


Percept and per- 
ion, 
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= (The process of perception is thus described by ए करभि 
yana: आत्मा मनसा संयुज्यते | मन इन्द्रियेण | इन्दरियमर्थनेति.' Why 
then is one संनिकर्षं only singled out as the cause of 
8 percept ( भत्यश्च्ञान ) when as 8 matter of fact three come 
into operation ? The reason, says the commentator, is that 
the last is peculiar to प्रत्यक्ष while the former two, viz. th £ 
contact of soul and mind and that of mind and organ re 
common to all kinds of knowled ge.) This definition of ए 
tion is literally borrowed from Gofama's aphorism, which 
however limits its scope by adding three more epithets अद्य 
पदेदयमव्यभिचारि व्यवसायात्मकम्‌. Of these अव्याभिचारि, | 
uncontradicted knowledge, excludes अप्रमा which comes 
under ज्ञान ; while अव्यपदेद्य (unnamable ) and व्यवसायात्मक 
( differentiated) denote the two kinds of प्रत्यक्ष, निविकल्पक and 
साविकल्पकः ज्ञान. Annambhatia’s definition includes ai 
( reminiscence ) and also मानसप्रत्यक्ष, such as that of pleasure, 
pain etc. as wellas that of Soul. No organ of sense is. 
needed in the case of the last as there is mind which is accep” 
ted to be इन्द्रिय. न 


2. The definition however is defective in one important 
pn te respect, namely, that it does not include 
+ इृश्वरप्त्यश्च which, being नित्य, is not ea 
सनिकर्षजन्य, Another definition of Tats 

therefore given by N. B. which applies to both divine nd 
human knowledge, viz. ज्ञानाकरणकं ज्ञानं पत्यश्चम. Perce} 
requires no previous knowledge for its करण. अलमिति a is 
caused by व्याधित्तान, Sez by शब्दज्ञान; उपापेति by ales 
and tala by अतुभव; but nosuch previous knowledge is requil 
for perceptive knowledge. This latter definition also is ०0 
perfect, for it excludes the most important portion | 0 
perceptive knowledge, namely, the सक्रिकल्पपरत्यक्ष, which ॐ 
born out of निकल्प प्रत्यक्ष, Some no doubt exclude the wh 
7विकल्पकज्ञान fromthe province of perception, and so acco! ding 





to them the definition will be accurate ; but of this 19 | 
3. M. gives only इन्दरियजन्यज्ञानस्‌ as the definition of रय 


but this, besides involving all faults chargeable to Anname 
bhatta’s definition, is liable to the serious objection of being 
applicable to all kinds of knowledge, ince all cognitions 8 re 
products of mind which isan इन्द्रिय, Hence Annambhatta ऽ defi- 
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nition is the best, and has been most commonly accepted. Its 
अव्यापि on इश्वरपरत्यस्च can be explained away, as N. B. remarks, 
by an admission that the definition being borrowed from 
Gotama himself than whom no higher authority can be cit- 
ed, must be regarded as not intended to apply to इभ्वरपत्यक्च. 
God's knowledge in fact stands on an altogether different 
level from our own, and the divisions and definitions 
ofthe human knowledge ought not to be extended to the 
divine. The divisions and sub-divisions of af, for instance, 
given above do nét-at all apply to God’s knowledge. There 
can be no past remembrance, or recollection in the case 
of God, for ail His knowledge is present and eternal. There 
ॐ 70 निविकल्वत्तान for Him. Similarly neither inference, nor 
comparison, nor any other operation of derivative know- 
ledge can be attributed to Him, who, being omniscient, 
_ perceives all things directly and does not require the aid of 
_ any mediate proof. All knowledge of God is therefore 
` प्रत्यक्षप्रमा ; and, being of so different akind from our own, will 
Tequire a separate definition for itself. The defect of अच्यात्ि 
_ on that account is not therefore of much weight. 


3. Perceptive knowledge is of various kinds. The divisions 
_ and sub-divisions will be as follows:— 





पत्यश्च 
eh Peele beet hes cael 30%, 
नित ie ॥ 
72. €. divine ae 7. €. human 
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The distinction between सविकल्पक and fataHete परत्यश्च will be 
eo, explained later. The first is divided into 
eet a ordinary, namely, that derived ron 
प्रत्यश्च "भी कः 
organs of sense, and extraordinary, th 
not so derived. The ordinary percept is six-fold, accori- 
ing to the six organs, smell, taste, vision, touch, hearing, 
and mind. The extraordinary percept, otherwise called ' 
सात्ति, is three-fold. The first सामान्यलक्षणा ( सामान्यं लक्षणं विषयो 
यत्र ) 15 ४18 in which the knowledge of a general notion, 
€. g. घटत्व, is comprehended immediately upon the di 
perception of घट, When we see 8 jar we do not know the 
jar alone but get also the general class-notion of jar; this 
latter is derived by extraordinary perception, because 9 जा 
is not perceptible by any organof sense. The second kind 
called ज्ञानलक्षणा is that in which one percept gives rise to 
another, as when one perceives a piece of sandal-woodss 
distance, one at once knows that it is fragrant. Here Ws 
fragrance could be perceived neither by the eye, nor 18 
nose as the sandal-piece was at a distance; it is thereior 
apprehended by a kind of extraordinary perception. I 
third kind योगजा belongs exclusively to Yogins who, by mea 
of their superhuman powers, can perceive objects १ 
perceptible to others.' It can be easily seen that hile the 
third kind of extraordinary perception is hypothe 4 
first two are varieties of associated knowledge. and sho 
properly go under judgments derived by what is cal 
immediate inference. Annambhatta 0068 not mention thes 
and therefore it is doubtful whether he accepted th 
Probably he did, as there is nothing in his book 1900088 
with them. 


4. Asthe author himself declares at the end of the nex 
section that इन्द्रिय is the करण of seta, there ought to . 
doubt on the point, but it should be noted that so far 98° 
definition of षत्यश्चज्ञान is concerned, it is ‘applicable to eit 
view of etm? If compared with the definition of अन 
( qurasTaea ज्ञानं) it favours the view of संनिकष being ™ 
TATAECH just as TAT is that of agai; but the word © 


। “च 
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17. K- Bom, ed. ४.9 ; B. P, 63-4 
2 See Note 2ginder Sect. 37, ए. 157. Supra. 





: क. 1 Notes. 915 


need not be here strictly construed in the sense of basing. 
directly or immediately proluced. 


9, A percept is of two kinds, iadeterminate and determi- 
nate, or if we may adopt Whately’s terms, 
incomplex and complex. When a thing 
gradually comes within the range of our 
sight, we first simply apprehend that there is something, and 
it is after some time and after we have observed the thing 
more closely that we recognize it to be a particular thing 
having particular yualities. The first is called निर्जि कल्प or 
निष्प्रकारक, while the second is सविकल्पक or सप्रकारक, निर्िकल्पङ् 
ज्ञान 18 defined as ` that knowledge in which there is no yxiz- 
ता, while सविकल्पक is ‘that in which it exists.” प्रकार is 
already explained as the property of a particular cognition 
which distinguishes it as the cognition of a particular object 
from other cognitions, €. g. घटत्व is the प्रकार of घटज्ञान 
which distinguishes it from पटज्ञान.1 It is evident that the 
सथरकारकन्ञान presupposes the previous knowledge of परकरारता, 
that is, we cannot know that a pariicular thing is घट unless 
we first know what घटत्व is. The maxim is नागरहीतिजेषणा 
अद्धिविशेष्यषपसंक्रामति, that is, we connot apprehend the 
qualified without first knowing the qualification. The सप- 
 कारकज्ञान is essentially the knowledge of:the qualitied object, 
for 18 प्रकार is nothing more than the qualities of the object, 
while the faeweireara, being a knowledge of the object 
itself without the qualities, clearly precedes the सप्र हारक. 
4. D. defines स बिकल्पङ as न।मजात्या दि किडिशगविरोष्पतंवन्वावग)हि 
ज्ञानम्‌, knowledge which comprehends the relation of the 
qualified and the qualifications sach as name. class, ete.’ 
We already possess a previous knowledge of घटत्व, नीलरूप 
nd other qualities, acquired by former experience. We 
then see some unknown thing come within our vision, At 
first we only feel that it is some thing; tha’ is, we apprehend 
only the most general of its attributes, namely, सत्ता or 
भवररूपता; this is the निविकल्पक or indeterminate knowledge, 
for in it the thing is not yet determined or distinguished 
from other things.- At this stage we have two separate 
Knowledges, the knowiedge of the object TF a3 some thing 


Se 


Savitalpaka and 
Nirvikalpaka 


1 See Note under Sec. 33, च 130, Supra. 
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and the previous knowledge of चरत्वः but there is no con 
‘tion between the two, and hence both these 101१1008 1 
knowledges are स बरधान द गाह They are then combined to ` 
gether and form a joint knowledge घटत्ववान्‌ धट 17 which ~ 
घटत्व appears as the प्रकार of the other. Those which 
were at first separate are combined and connected with 
other and thus the joint knowledge becomes सेवर धोवगाहि or 
सप्रकारक. In this way we first apprehend qualities separately 
and then tack them to the object. These qualities 
chiefly of four sorts, यण, THaT, जात and संज्ञा. In the 
sentence दयामो देवदत्तो बाह्णः Tala we have instances of the 
four kinds, दयाम being खण (quality ), देवदत्त being 8 संज्ञा 
( proper name ), जाद्यणःव being जाति ( class ), and पचाति denot- 
ng the action Vaal#at. Each of these properties as well 
as the individual in whom they reside are first apprehended 
parately, and then results the complex percepticn ex 
pressed in the sentence. 


6. The two kinds of knowledge being thus distinguis 
the question arises why they are both 
cognized. The सपकारक ज्ञान is the subject 
of our daily consciousnes and cannot 0 
ignored; but the निष्पकारक ज्ञान according to Naiyaytkas is 
not actually perceived and is to be inferred only. The 
ference is stated by T. D. and is briefly expressed in t 
maxim quoted above, नागरहीतविङेषणा उुद्धावरष्यञ्च 

The Nyaya theory therefcre clearly eprears to be that 1९ 
सप्रकारक ज्ञान alone constitutes percept proper, while नि 
is simply assumed as a necessary condition of it 


Why i8 Nirvi- 
kalpaka recognized 


x 
पि 


7. 1४ may not be 8165 hereto go a little दल्लु into the 
merits of this theory of two sorts of 
perceptive knowledge. Jn the firstT 
it should be noted that althcugh ortho? 
systematists generally egree in the Nzéza ccctrine of 1 £ 
two kinds of knowledge,’ the 20४ कत} 05 radically differ from 
them in taking the निविकत्दक ज्ञान alcne to be the the true 
ceptive knowledge, and the सविकत्थक tobe neither real nor 


rie 


perceived. The qual ities according to them having ००००१९५ 


The difficulty about 
Nirvikalpaka 


Sankhy;.-T. K. p. 93. 
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existence, the सथ कारकज्ञान cannot be real, but only a sub- 

jective conception like a barren woman's son, while the नि- 
 विकल्यक being concerned with the thing itself is real.! This 
argument of the Lauddhas is no doubt based on their general 
theory of the falsity of material existence, but its import- 
‘ance to us consists in its pointing out the weakness of 
the Nydya doctrine. Even taking the Nyaya definition of 
Seta it is evident thatulaeeqe ज्ञान can hardly be called 
Waa as it is merely a combination of the several knowledges 
of the qualities with the indeterminate knowledge of the 
property-less object. सविकल्पक therefore is not simple and 
direct knowledge gained immediately through the contact 
of the senses with the objects: it is complex and mediate 
like अनरामेति or उपामेति and does not therefore deserve to be 
Called 9727, if we accept the definition of "7a given in 
the book. 


8. The निविकन्पक alone is really derived from इन्द्रिय संनिंक, 
while the साविकत्पकर consists of inferences based partly on fata- 
` कल्पक and partly on previous knowledge. When a ship for 
instance appears on the ocean near the horizon, we first see 
only 8 black spot, which gradually enlarges. From this 
and from iike observations made before, we infer that the 
lines above the spot must be the masts and the thing must 
beaship. Similarly in घटज्ञान we first see indistinctly a 
thing which appears to have the same form as that of a jar 
with which we are familiar; and hence we infer that the 
ound thing must be a घट. This is virtually the same process 
as the proof उपम न by which a gayalis likened to a cow. 
Besides we must have the knowledge of the name 42 before 
We can cognize the thing as घट ; and hence जाच्क्ान also is 
Decessary for सविकल्पक परत्यश्च. Determinate knowledge is there- 
fore properly speaking a mediate cognition obtained by the 
‘Operation of several other proofs. The remarks of an English 
Writer on Logic are very apposite on this point: 


न्क = = क च कक १ oe ae क क स्वक च्‌ 


“What we term a fact or an observation, is seldom an absolutely sin- 
le or individual conscious impression. We speak of the fact that high 
Water at Leith follows high water at London by a certain deflaite inter- 
_ Val; but this is far beyond any individual impression upon our senses- 

SS SSS 9 ee 
॥ 1. V- 8. Up. Cale. ९358 
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It is agenerality of considerable compass, the result of the comparison 
of many separate observations....There is a process of induction reqy a 


te in order to establish such a fact; and allthe securities for sound 
ness in the inductive proofs are called into एङ. ` 


And again :-- 
“Tt is from previous knowledge that we know that we are looking 
a needle (magnet), and that its direction is north.. The sim est 


observation is thus a mixture of intuition and inference ; and our habit 
of joining the two is one cause of error in the act of observing.” 


, 


Are not the Bauddhas then nearer the truth when they 
call the नि्िकल्पक the percept proper, and the सावकल्पक 
ere combination of conceptions that are according to them 
devoid of external reality ? And are not Nai,ayikas inconsis- 
tent in including सविकल्पक under प्रत्यश्च ~which 15 er /ypothese ` 
born of डन्द्रयसंनिकष only ? But this conclusion cannot be 
accepted ; for once we accept it, the despairing ज्चून्यवाद्‌ of 
Baucdhes, that all the world is a falsity and a mirag 
necessarily follows. निविकल्पक being indeterminate canact give 
us any mental notion; while if it be the only पत्यश्च, all other 
proofs which essentially depend upon पतयश्च as their start ` 
ing point will be without basis and therefore void. [tis 
aaeereata that forms the real basisof all our me al 
processes. To deprive it of its primary and authentic © 
ter is therefore to take away the very foundation of our 
knowledge of the external world and thus to reduce it t 
mere delusion and a snare. 





#। 


9. Here indeed we have a dilemma which cannot be ~ 
_ solved by observation or reasoning, De 
A partial solution gause it lies at the root of observation — 
itself. Various solutions, more or (8 

plausible, have been offered, out of which we are concerne¢ 
with only that which is furnished by later Naiyamkas, 
which, though not quite satisfactory, at least absolves t 
from inconsistency. निर्विकल्पकन्ञान according to this school 
Naiyayikas is neither प्रत्यश्च, nor अनुमिति, nor any other kine 
of अनुभव, and can hardly come under af@ itself, as it give? 








B Dedurttive Logic p. 36-7 
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rise to no व्यवहार. It can be neither WaT nor अप्रमा, for 
as ithas no प्रकारता neither the definition तद्वति तत्पकारवच्ं 
nor Hagia तत्प्रकारवच्वं applies to it. Tt is no doubt ज्ञान 
but ज्ञान ofa peculiar kind and quite distinct from other 


 eognitions. While other cognitions have defined objects 


ऋ क का ` 


—— =~ 


"ऋ °° आवा वक ह 





externality or outness which itis necessary to exclude in 
order to seize the precise import of the word sensation. 
This restricted use of perception to denote the cognitions of 
‘external objects through the senses was introduced by ee 
and Kant and is now generally accepted. So that we may 


ee 


(विष्य), properties (प्रकार) and relations (aan), falaxerse, says 
Nilakantha, has none of these; and so it is altogether of a 
different kind. Its position therefore under बुद्धि ought to be 
notas a subdivision of पत्यश्च as Annambhatta has placed 


it, but rather as a subdivision of अनुभव above प्रमा; thus‘ 


sana (apprehension) 


| | 
निर्वंकल्पकर (indeterminate) सविकल्पक (determinate) 
| 
(तन्न 


1 
Tal अप्रमा 





मिविकल्पक having no प्रकार is thus discriminated from all 
determinate cognitions such as percepts, judgments, analogies. 


and verbal knowledge, and may be given the name of sensa- 
tion, while the सविकतल्पकथत्यक्च may be called percept proper. 
This is in accordance with Kant’s division of apprehension 


into perception proper and sensation proper. This restric- 
tion of the meaning of the words perception and percept and 
their discrimination from sensation proper are accepted by 


ahigh authority. “Sensation”, says Prof. Fleming, “p1o- 


ए] expresses that change in the state of the mind which is 


Produced by an impression upon an organ of sense (of which 
change we can conceive the mind to be conscious, without 
any knowledge of external objects) : perceplton on the other 


hand expresses the knowledge or intimations we obtain by 
means of our sensations concerning the qualities of matter ; 
and consequently it involves, in every instance, the notion of 


m | 





Very well call निधिकल्पकज्ञान sensation and सविकल्पकथत्यक्ष percep- 


1 Fleming; Vocabulary of Philosophy p. 443. 
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tion or rather percept. In this way the dilemma.hinted above 
can be removed partially at least 


10. The determinate cognitions will have many varieties, 
according as they are more or less mediate, and the medium 
is of different kinds. If it is the cognition of a real external — 
object, it 15 प्रत्यक्ष; if it is a judgment obtained by a combin: 
tion of two or more propositions, it is अमिति ; if an analogy 
between two objects known by comparison, it is उपमितिः 
and if a notion derived from the meaning of words, it is 
verbal knowledge. The सविकलत्पकप्रत्यक्च therefore may be 
mediate and yet sufficiently distinguishable from other 
cognitions. Nor is the definition इन्दियसंनिकषजन्य quite 
inapplicable to सबिकल्पकपत्यक्च ; for although it is not solely 
due to संनिकर्षं apd although a संनिकर्षं of one kind or another 
is present in all kinds of apprehension, the सेनिकष is the 
direct and immediate cause of सविकल्पप्रत्यस् while in अमिति 
etc. other operations of the mind intervene. The constituent 
cognitions, which by combining form the complex । 
कल्पकपत्यक्ष, are necessarily obtained by Weary, wile 
in अनुमिति they need not be so obtained. The निविकल्यकञ्चन 
as well as the process of combining the separate cogniti 
of qualities so as to form one सावेकल्पकज्ञान which comes 

संनिकषं may be called the अबान्तरव्यापार. In this way We 
Nyaya doctrine may with some modifications be reconciled 
with our common experience. Keéava Misra attempts 
very curious compromise which, though easily comprene 
sible, is faulty as it reduces करण and व्यापार to mere 7 
notions. He lays down three varying pairs of «and 
व्यापार for sera, viz. इन्द्रिय, इन्द्रिय संनिकषं and निविकल्पकल्ञान । 
When निविकत्पकन्ञान is फल, इन्द्रिय is the करण, and संनिकष 
उ्यापार ; when सविकल्पक is फल, संनिकषं is the करण and Maes 
is -वापार and when इच्छा which results from knowledge ४ 
फल, निर्विकल्पक isthe करण and सिकल्पक is sara.’ But 
compromise is not accepted by later writers. 








1 T. B. Bom. ed. p. 27. 





